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ABSTRACT
The purpose of the study was to examine the conflict management styles and perceived
levels of workplace incivility of community college senior level administrators in the
nine mega-states. Six research questions guided the study. Research question one
described the self reported conflict management styles of the participants. Research
question two described the participants‘ perceptions of workplace incivility. Research
question three examined if relationships existed between conflict management styles and
demographic variables. Research question four examined if relationships existed between
workplace incivility and demographic variables. Research question five examined if
relationships existed between workplace incivility and conflict management styles.
Research question six explored if conflict management styles and/or demographic
variables could explain any amount of variance of workplace incivility.
The methodology implemented was a non-experimental survey research design. A
random proportional cluster sample of community college senior-level administrators
selected from the nine mega-states was used for the study. The Uncivil Workplace
Behavior Questionnaire (UWBQ) and the Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory- II
(ROCI-II) were used for the web-based survey to collect data. Data were collected in
three waves yielding a total of 176 responses giving a 26.3 % response rate.
Preliminary data analysis was done to address missing data, detect outliers, test
assumptions (linearity, constant variance of the error terms, independence, and normality)
and test for non-response bias. Exploratory factor analysis was done to ensure the
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instruments factored into the appropriate constructs with the specific population. Lastly,
reliability for the instruments were reported using Cronbach‘s alpha.
Data analysis techniques included computation of means, standard deviations,
frequencies, and percents for the descriptive data. Pearson‘s Product Moment (interval
data), Point-Biserial (nominal dichotomous data), and Kendall‘s Tau (ordinal data) were
used for correlations. Step-wise multiple regression and hierarchical regression analysis
were used to examine if demographics and conflict management styles could explain
workplace incivility.
Findings indicated that community college senior-level administrators prefer the
integrating conflict management style, followed by obliging, avoiding, compromising and
dominating. Further, participants reported a perceived low level of workplace incivility.
Correlations indicated that as hostility, exclusionary behavior, and overall incivility
increased, the integrating conflict management style decreased. Gender, age, and
education level had no significant relationships with any of the five conflict management
styles. As work experience increased, obliging, dominating, and avoiding conflict
management styles increased. Overall, workplace incivility had no significant
relationships with the demographic variables. A hierarchical stepwise regression showed
that integrating, obliging (step 1), work experience (step 2), gender (step 3), and race
(step 4) could be used to explain 10.3% of the variance of workplace incivility.

iii

DEDICATION
I dedicate this dissertation humbly to my mother who modeled self-efficacy and
determination. These characteristics helped me to achieve my goals. Also, my husband
who continues to have greater confidence in me than possible and my children for their
sacrifice and encouragement while I fulfilled this dream. Furthermore, I dedicate this
work to my extended family who cheered me on along the way.

iv

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
Sacrifices and contributions throughout the dissertation process were made by many
supportive people along the way. First, I would like to thank my dissertation chair, Dr.
Frankie Keels Williams for the grace, time, and support on completing this dissertation
and entering the community of scholars. I would also like to thank other committee
members; Dr. Tony Cawthon for taking time to suggest ways to improve my research,
Dr. Larry Grimes for looking over my research methods and working with me to improve
them, and Dr. Barbara Griffin for being my advocate; not just for giving me advice on
bettering my research but on how to survive the process.
I would like to thank to all my friends for the encouragement and support while I
immersed myself in the dissertation process. Thanks to Lorraine A. for enduring the
journey with me, I am grateful we will graduate together. Thanks to Sue W., Daphne H.,
Guy I., and Laurie H. for camaraderie along the way. Dan, Cathy, and Case Norris, I am
grateful for your positive, fun strength.
Many thanks and appreciation for my family that provided encouragement long
before this doctoral endeavor began. Harriet Jowett, Dolores Wilfong, Jackie and Neil
Barents, Fran Jorgensen, Linda Eugster, Jennifer Denenny, and Rick, Christina, Jack, and
Sam Jorgensen. Much appreciation goes to my dad, Bill Ott, who has always believed in
me and my in-laws, Jim and Theresa Bartlett who gave support through spoiling the
grandbabies.

v

I would like to thank my husband, James, for his patience while I wrote research
papers on weekends, used vacation time to study, and needed chauffeuring to class when
I was too pregnant to drive. Your belief in me has carried me.
Thanks to my beautiful children, Amber, Jenna, Jayson, Alisa, Nick, Julia, and
Anna for being patient when mommy needed to spend time at the computer, eating
spaghetti so mommy could write, and coloring crayon pictures for good luck. I hope your
sacrifice was not too great and you have learned to always seek for knowledge beyond
the known. I am proud of you, love you, and thank you immensely.
Most of all, I give much gratitude to my mom, Judy Ott, for a lifetime of
encouragement. Thank you for helping with the children while I took courses and wrote
this dissertation; helping cook meals, driving children around, and positive
encouragement. Just like my third grade paper on heroes, you are still my hero. Further,
a public thank you for showing me, through your life examples, that little girls can
become educated, professional career women, even while being ―mom‖.
Thanks to Clemson University for providing the opportunity, my family and
friends for the encouragement, and great faculty for the apprenticeship…I am forever
changed.

vi

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
TITLE PAGE .................................................................................................................... i
ABSTRACT ..................................................................................................................... ii
DEDICATION ................................................................................................................ iv
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ............................................................................................... v
LIST OF TABLES ........................................................................................................... x
LIST OF FIGURES ....................................................................................................... xv
CHAPTER
1.

NATURE OF THE PROBLEM..................................................................... 1
Statement of the Problem ......................................................................... 4
Purpose of the Study ................................................................................ 5
Research Questions .................................................................................. 6
Research Methodology ............................................................................ 7
Theoretical Framework ............................................................................ 8
Conceptual Framework ............................................................................ 9
Definitions of Terms .............................................................................. 12
Significance of the Study ....................................................................... 14
Delimitations .......................................................................................... 16
Organization of the Study ...................................................................... 16

2.

REVIEW OF LITERATURE ...................................................................... 19
Theories Linked to the Research Study ................................................. 19
Conflict Management............................................................................. 32
Conflict Management Styles .................................................................. 40
Workplace Incivility .............................................................................. 49
Summary of the Literature Review ........................................................ 53

vii

Table of Contents (Continued)
Page
3.

METHODOLOGY ...................................................................................... 56
Research Design..................................................................................... 56
Research Questions ................................................................................ 58
Variables Used in the Study................................................................... 59
Validity of the Instruments .................................................................... 78
Data Collection ...................................................................................... 81
Non-Response Bias ................................................................................ 84
Preliminary Data Analysis ..................................................................... 95
Statistical Data Analysis ...................................................................... 116
Summary of Methodology ................................................................... 120

4.

ANALYSIS OF DATA.............................................................................. 123
Research Questions .............................................................................. 123
Demographics ...................................................................................... 124
Research Question 1: Description of Conflict
Management Styles ........................................................................ 130
Research Question 2: Description of Workplace Incivility ................. 133
Research Question 3: Relationship between Conflict
Management Styles and Demographics ......................................... 136
Research Question 4: Relationship between Demographic
Variables and Workplace Incivility ............................................... 142
Research Question 5: Relationship between Conflict
Management Styles and Workplace Incivility ............................... 144
Research Question 6: Exploring Incivility with
Demographic Variables and Conflict Management Styles ............ 150
Summary .............................................................................................. 158

viii

Table of Contents (Continued)
Page
5.

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS............. 161
Chapter One ......................................................................................... 161
Chapter Two......................................................................................... 163
Chapter Three....................................................................................... 164
Chapter Four ........................................................................................ 164
Chapter Five ......................................................................................... 165
Discussion of Findings and Conclusions ............................................. 165
Findings and Conclusions by Research Questions .............................. 167
General Recommendations .................................................................. 178
Recommendations for Future Research ............................................... 180
Limitations ........................................................................................... 182

APPENDICES ............................................................................................................. 185
A:
B:
C:
D:
E:
F:
G:
H:
I:
J:
K:

Frame of Community Colleges in Nine Mega-States ................................ 186
Request to Use the ROCI-II ....................................................................... 213
Permission to Use the ROCI-II .................................................................. 214
Request to Use the UWBQ ........................................................................ 215
Permission to Use the UWBQ ................................................................... 216
Uncivil Workplace Behavior Scale – Revised ........................................... 217
End User Interface ..................................................................................... 219
IRB Approval ............................................................................................. 220
Recruitment Materials ................................................................................ 221
Frequency and Percents of Participants‘ Responses on
Conflict Management Style Items ....................................................... 237
Frequency and Percents of Participants‘ Scores on
Incivility Items ..................................................................................... 238

REFERENCES ............................................................................................................ 239

ix

LIST OF TABLES
Table

Page

3.1

Variables Used to Describe Participants‘ Perceptions of
Their Conflict Management Styles ........................................................ 59

3.2

Variables Used to Describe Participants‘ Perceptions of
Workplace Incivility .............................................................................. 60

3.3

Variables Used to Determine Relationships between Demographic
Characteristics and Conflict Management Styles .................................. 61

3.4

Variables Used to Determine Relationships between Demographic
Characteristics and Workplace Incivility ............................................... 62

3.5

Variables Used to Determine Relationships between Conflict
Management Styles and Perceived Workplace Incivility ...................... 63

3.6

Variables Used to Determine if Demographic Variables and
Conflict Management Styles Explain Workplace Incivility .................. 65

3.7

Number of Community Colleges in Each of the Nine Mega-States ............ 67

3.8

Proportional Sampling for Community College Selection .......................... 71

3.9

Descriptions of the Five Conflict Management Styles ................................ 74

3.10

Item Numbers from the ROCI-II That Measure Each Conflict
Management Style ................................................................................. 75

3.11

Description of the Four Workplace Incivility Subscales ............................. 76

3.12

Item Numbers from the UWBQ that Measure the Four Subscales
of Workplace Incivility .......................................................................... 77

3.13

Number of Participant Responses for Each Survey Round ......................... 84

3.14

Analysis of Variance Comparison of Early and Late Respondents
on Conflict Management Style Total Scores Non-Averaged ................ 86

3.15

Analysis of Variance Comparison of Early and Late Respondents
on Workplace Incivility Scores Non-Averaged ..................................... 89

x

List of Tables (Continued)
Table

Page

3.16

A Comparison of Early and Late Respondents on Age and Years
of Work Experience in Current Position ................................................ 92

3.17

Chi Square Comparison of Early and Late Respondents by
Categorical Demographic Characteristics of Gender,
Ethnicity/Race, and Educational Level .................................................. 94

3.18

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test to Assess Normality of Conflict
Management Styles and Overall Incivility ............................................ 99

3.19

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Conflict Management Style ..................... 111

3.20

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Workplace Incivility................................ 115

3.21

Data Analysis Procedures .......................................................................... 117

4.1

Frequencies and Percents of Respondents‘ Gender, Ethnicity/Race,
and Education Level ............................................................................ 126

4.2

Frequencies and Percents of Respondents‘ Position Title ......................... 128

4.3

Minimum, Maximum, Mean, and Standard Deviation of
Respondents‘ Age and Work Experience ............................................ 129

4.4

Number of Items, Minimum, Maximum, Mean, and Standard
Deviation for Conflict Management Styles of Community
College Senior-Level Administrators, Non-Averaged ........................ 131

4.5

Minimum, Maximum, Mean, and Standard Deviation for Averaged
Conflict Management Styles of Community College SeniorLevel Administrators ........................................................................... 132

4.6

Number of Items, Minimum, Maximum, Mean, and Standard
Deviation for Community College Senior-Level Administrators‘
Perceived Workplace Incivility, Non-Averaged .................................. 134

4.7

Minimum, Maximum, Mean, and Standard Deviation for Averaged
Community College Senior-Level Administrators‘
Perceived Workplace Incivility............................................................ 135

xi

List of Tables (Continued)
Table

Page

4.8

Relationship between Community College Senior-Level
Administrators‘ Gender (Male = 1, Female = 0) with
Conflict Management Styles as Measured by
Pearson‘s Product Management Correlation ....................................... 137

4.9

Relationship between Community College Senior-Level
Administrators‘ Age and Conflict Management Styles
as Measured by Pearson‘s Product Moment Correlation ..................... 138

4.10

Relationship between Community College Senior-Level
Administrators‘ Educational Level with Conflict
Management Styles as Measured by Kendall‘s Tau ............................ 139

4.11

Relationship between Community College Senior-Level
Administrators‘ Educational Level (Doctorate = 1,
Non-Doctorate = 0) with Conflict Management
Styles as Measured by Pearson‘s Product Moment
Correlation ........................................................................................... 140

4.12

Relationship between Community College Senior-Level
Administrators‘ Years of Work Experience in Current
Position with Conflict Management Styles as Measured
by Pearson‘s Product Moment Correlation .......................................... 141

4.13

Relationship between Community College Senior-Level
Administrators‘ Race (White = 1, Non-White = 0) with
Conflict Management Styles as Measured by Pearson‘s
Product Moment Correlation ............................................................... 142

4.14

Relationship between Community College Senior-Level
Administrators‘ Perceived Overall Level of Incivility
with Age, Race (White), Gender (Male), Education
(Doctorate), Education (Continuous), and Years of
Work Experience in Current Job as Measured by
Pearson‘s Product Moment Correlation ............................................... 143

xii

List of Tables (Continued)
Table

Page

4.15

Relationship between Community College Senior-Level
Administrators‘ Perceived Level of Hostility with
Conflict Management Styles as Measured by Pearson‘s
Product Moment Correlation ............................................................... 145

4.16

Relationship between Community College Senior-Level
Administrators‘ Perceived Level of Privacy Invasion
with Conflict Management Styles as Measured by
Pearson‘s Product Moment Correlation ............................................... 146

4.17

Relationship between Community College Senior-Level
Administrators‘ Perceived Level of Gossiping with
Conflict Management Styles as Measured by Pearson‘s
Product Moment Correlation ............................................................... 147

4.18

Relationship between Community College Senior-Level
Administrators‘ Perceived Level of Exclusionary
Behavior with Conflict Management Styles as
Measured by Pearson‘s Product Moment Correlation ......................... 148

4.19

Relationship between Community College Senior-Level
Administrators‘ Perceived Level of Overall Incivility
with Conflict Management Styles as Measured by
Pearson‘s Product Moment Correlation ............................................... 149

4.20

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis to Explore if
Community College Administrators‘ Conflict
Management Styles and Demographics (work-related
and personal) Explain a Significant Amount of Variance in Perceived
Workplace Incivility ............................................................................ 151

4.21

Hierarchical Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis to Explore if
Community College Administrators‘ Conflict Management
Styles and Demographics (work-related and personal) Explain
A Significant Amount of Variance in Perceived Workplace
Incivility ............................................................................................... 153

xiii

List of Tables (Continued)
Table

Page

4.22

Hierarchical Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis to Explore if
Community College Administrators‘ Conflict Management
Styles (integrating and obliging), Work-related Demographics
(years of work experience and education) and Personal
Demographics (age, gender, and ethnicity) Explain
A Significant Amount of Variance in Perceived
Workplace Incivility of Community College Leaders ......................... 155

4.23

Hierarchical Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis to Explore if
Community College Administrators‘ Conflict Management
Styles (integrating and obliging), Work-related Demographics
(years of work experience) and Personal Demographics
(gender, and ethnicity) Explain a Significant Amount of
Variance in Perceived Workplace Incivility ........................................ 157

xiv

LIST OF FIGURES
1.1

Conceptual Framework for the Study .......................................................... 10

2.1

Blake and Mouton‘s Managerial Grid ......................................................... 22

2.2

The Styles of Handling Interpersonal Conflict ............................................ 24

2.3

Conceptual Models Based on Pondy‘s Organizational Conflict.................. 26

2.4

Incivility Spiral ............................................................................................ 28

2.5

Non-Escalating Uncivil Exchange .............................................................. 31

2.6

The Escalating Spiral of Incivility .............................................................. 32

2.7

Illustration Depicting the Literature Reviewed on Conflict
Management ........................................................................................... 36

2.8

Counterproductive Workplace Behaviors Continuum ................................. 50

3.1

Data Collection Procedures.......................................................................... 82

3.2

Scatterplot Matrix for Conflict Management Styles and Incivility ........... 101

3.3

Scatterplot Matrix for Demographics and Incivility .................................. 102

3.4

Scatterplot for Studentized Residual and Standardized Predicted
Value for Incivility and the Dependent Variable ................................. 103

3.5

Partial Regression Plot for Incivility and Obliging with Incivility
as the Dependent Variable ................................................................... 105

3.6

Scree Plot for Conflict Management Style Constructs .............................. 110

3.7

Scree Plot for Perceived Workplace Incivility Constructs ........................ 114

xv

CHAPTER ONE
NATURE OF THE PROBLEM
Conflict is common in all aspects of life (Donovan, 1993) and exists on all levels (Green,
1984; Marion, 1995). Accordingly, the task of managing conflict is an essential task for
leaders in all types of higher education institutions on all levels (Brown, Martinez &
Daniel, 2002; Green, 1984; Haas, 1999; Harmon, 2002; Marion, 1995; Pepin, 2005).
Further, conflict management in an educational institution was demonstrated in Green‘s
(1984) research that examined conflict management among superiors, faculty, students,
and outsiders. Green further found that academic department chairs, in 23 land grant
universities, used various styles for conflict management. The leaders‘ conflict
management styles differed by department, gender, age, and years work experience.
In particular, community college executive leaders must manage conflict among
peers, subordinates, external constituents, and students (Marion, 1995). For example,
Marion (1995) discussed the bureaucratic nature of the community college and the need
for conflict management as a result of executive leaders‘ interactions with many groups
such as the community, board members, faculty, students, four year universities, high
schools, and many other groups. These interactions create situations for conflict to arise,
and thus require specific behaviors on the part of leaders. Additionally, in educational
institutions, Blackburn (2002) asserted that conflicts arise on a day-to-day basis, and
require specific behaviors by leaders.
Scholars have been adept in identifying conflict management as an important skill
for leadership in community colleges. In one study, researchers found that community
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college administrators and faculty agreed that conflict management was the most often
identified skill in leadership needed by administrators and faculty members (Cooper &
Pagotto, 2003). Further, in a national study of community college academic leaders,
researchers reported conflict resolution as a vital ability for community college leaders
(Brown, Martinez, & Daniel, 2002). In Brown, Martinez, and Daniel‘s study, 128 chief
academic officers that completed doctoral degrees were provided a survey on skills
needed and recommend for community college executive leaders. Out of 48 skills
identified that were assessed in the survey, conflict management was ranked as the fourth
highest skill needed by community college administrators and was recommended as the
number one skill for emphasis in doctoral programs.
Conflict can be categorized as both constructive and destructive. Constructive
conflict, otherwise known as constructive controversy, is defined as situations ―…when
one person‘s ideas, information, conclusions, theories, and opinions are incompatible
with those of another, and the two seek to reach an agreement‖ (Johnson, Johnson,
&Tjosvold, 2006, p. 70-71). Constructive conflict can lead to, easier transitions in
change, increased effectiveness, better communication, increased involvement, increased
productivity, and improved problem solving quality (Haas, 1999; Lippit, 1982; Tjosvold,
2000).
Destructive conflict is defined as ―…a social situation in which there are
perceived incompatibilities in goals or values between two (or more) parties, attempts by
the parties to control one another, and antagonistic feelings toward each other‖ (Fischer,
2006, p. 178). Additionally, Deutsch, (1977) stated that destructive conflict has a
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―…tendency to expand and escalate‖ (p. 351). Destructive conflict has been found to lead
to uncivil behaviors in the workplace (Fischer, 2006; Rahim, 2001). Consequently, an
increase in workplace incivility negatively influences workers‘ health, attitudes, and
performance (Brown & Sumner, 2006). Researchers have stated that workplace incivility
is not a single experience but a continuing process, furthermore acts of incivility in the
workplace are increasing (Buhler, 2003; Namie, 2003; Pearson, Andersson, & Wegner,
2001; Pearson, Andersson, & Porath, 2005; Pearson & Porath, 2005).
Senior level administrators can experience both constructive and destructive
conflict. Blackburn (2002) proposed that the way conflict is managed can influence
whether the conflict impacts the organization positively or negatively. Constructive
conflict is managed and not resolved in situations where conflict can be beneficial
(Green, 1984), such as producing innovative changes. Turner and Pratkanis (1997)
reported that constructive conflict could foster collaboration and lessen groupthink.
Groupthink has been defined as a manner of thinking that happens when people are
intensely involved in a group where individuals move away from their own thoughts to
obtain unity (Janis, 1982). Robbins (1974) stated that while conflict could be
dichotomized into constructive and destructive types, ―The demarcation between
functional and dysfunctional is neither clear nor precise‖ (p. 24).
As mentioned earlier, managing conflict is cited as a critical task for leaders
(Green, 1984; Pritchard, 1985). Leaders spend a considerable amount of time managing
conflict (Adams, 2006). Recent studies showed that leaders spend between 20% (DuBrin,
2004; Thomas, 1992) to 40% (Stanley & Algert, 2007) of their time managing conflict.

3

Conflict management can have positive or negative outcomes for organizations (Rahim,
2001). Stanley (2004) proposed an imperative need for organizations to provide leaders
training in conflict management in order to benefit the organization holistically; yet
scholars assert that community college leaders are not being prepared for managing
conflict in the workplace (Cooper & Pagoto, 2003).

Statement of the Problem
When conflict is not managed successfully, findings from research studies show there are
increased incidents of counterproductive workplace behaviors (i.e. workplace incivility)
(Penney & Spector, 2005). Workplace incivility can lead to unmanaged conflict;
subsequently, unmanaged conflict can lead to workplace incivility; and workplace
incivility can lead to unmanaged conflict that gives research-based support of the
spiraling nature of workplace incivility. Workplace incivility incidents are described as
―…acting with disregard for others in the workplace, in violation of workplace norms for
respect‖ (Andersson & Pearson, 1999, p. 455).
Researchers have found that workplace incivility leads to negative outcomes such
as lower productivity, decreased job satisfaction, and increased turnover (Buhler, 2003;
Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001; Gardner & Johnson, 2001; Glendinning,
2001; Hornstein, 2003; Johnson & Indvik, 2001; McCune, 2000; Muir, 2000; Pearson &
Porath, 2005; Runde & Flanagan, 2007; Salin, 2003; Settles, Cortina, Malley & Stewart,
2006). For example, Penney and Spector (2005) reported that workplace incivility and
conflict are negatively related to job satisfaction, so as incivility and/or conflict increases,
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job satisfaction decreases. Likewise, Cortina et al. (2001) found that workplace incivility
led to decreased job satisfaction, job withdrawal, psychological distress, increased
turnover and reduced organizational commitment in an integrative literature review on
incivility. Keenan and Newton (1985) reported that unresolved workplace incivility is
one of the largest reducible organizational costs. Negative effects on organizations and
individuals alike support the significance of conducting researching on workplace
incivility (Cortina et. al., 2001).

Purpose of the Study
The major purpose of the study was to investigate the conflict management styles and
perceived levels of workplace incivility of senior-level community college leaders from
the nine mega - states. The researcher sought to determine the conflict management styles
of community college leaders as measured by Rahim‘s (1983) Rahim Organizational
Conflict Inventory (ROCI-II). Five specific conflict management style constructs
identified as avoiding, compromising dominating, integrating, and obliging were
measured by the ROCI-II. Additionally, the researcher sought to determine the
community college leaders‘ perceptions of the intensity of workplace incivility at their
perspective institutions. The Uncivil Workplace Behavior Questionnaire (UWBQ) was
used to measure workplace incivility as perceived by the leaders. Further, the researcher
explored if relationships existed between the leaders‘ conflict management styles and
demographic variables, perceptions of workplace incivility and demographic variables,
and leaders‘ conflict management styles and the leaders‘ perceptions of workplace
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incivility. Lastly, the researcher determined if the conflict management styles of
community college leaders could be used to explain a significant amount of variance of
incivility in the workplace.
A quantitative survey research design was used to complete the study. The
participants for the study included senior-level administrators from nine states
(California, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
and Texas) referred to as ―mega states community colleges.‖ The ―mega states
community colleges‖ designation was based on ―states that collectively appropriate onehalf of the national total of state support to higher education‖ (Palmer & Franklin, 2007,
p. 5)

Research Questions
The study examined conflict management styles and perceptions of workplace incivility
of senior-level community college leaders from nine states. The following research
questions were foundational in guiding the study:


Research Question 1 – What do community college senior-level administrators
perceive as their conflict management styles (CMS) as measured by the Rahim
Organizational Conflict Inventory- II (ROCI-II)?



Research Question 2 – How do community college senior-level administrators
perceive workplace incivility, as measured by the Uncivil Workplace Behaviors
Questionnaire (UWBQ)?



Research Question 3 – Are there relationships between conflict management
styles and demographic variables of senior-level community college
administrators?



Research Question 4 – Are there relationships between workplace incivility and
demographic variables of senior-level community college administrators?
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Research Question 5 – Are there relationships between conflict management
styles and perceived workplace incivility of senior-level community college
administrators?



Research Question 6 – Do conflict management styles and demographic variables
explain a significant amount of variance of workplace incivility?
Research Methodology

The research methodology for the study utilized a quantitative survey research design.
Senior-level administrative leaders from the nine mega-states community colleges in the
United States were surveyed using a combination of two instruments, Rahim
Organizational Conflict Inventory- II (ROCI-II) developed by Rahim (1983) and the
Uncivil Workplace Behaviors Questionnaire (UWBQ) developed by Martin and Hine
(2005). In addition to the items from the two instruments, demographic characteristics
were also collected from the participants. The survey instruments were administered
online. Data were collected from senior-level administrators who were employed during
the 2008-2009 academic school year. Data were analyzed using Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 16.0, a statistical software program. Preliminary data
analysis was conducted to determine the assumptions for appropriateness of statistical
computations required to determine the responses to the research questions. Descriptive
statistics, analysis of variance, correlations, and regression analysis were calculated for
the collected data. The findings from the study were interpreted as they related to the
research questions.
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Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework for the study was based on Pondy‘s (1967) conceptual models
of organizational conflict, Andersson and Pearson‘s (1999) incivility spiral, and Blake
and Mouton‘s (1964) Dual Concern Theory. The three conceptual models are the
foundation for this study and addressed both conflict management styles and workplace
incivility.
Blake and Mouton‘s Dual Concern Theory was chosen for the study because the
theory provides the foundation for most conflict management style research. Moreover,
the instrument used to measure conflict management styles for the study, the ROCI-II,
was based off the Dual Concern Theory. The Dual Concern Theory suggests that people
will manage conflict in a style that directly relates to the persons concern for themselves
and their concern for others.
Pondy‘s (1967) conceptual models of organizational conflict were chosen to
support the theoretical foundation of the study because community college leaders have
been cited to experience and manage conflict on such levels described in Pondy‘s conflict
models (Findlen, 2000; Janosik & Hirt, 2001; Simmons, 2000). Pondy (1969) and Rahim
(1983) both referred to conflict as multi-dimensional. Pondy‘s conceptual model
proposes the different levels of conflict between people, peer to peer, subordinate to
leader, and two groups with limited resources.
Andersson and Pearson‘s (1999) incivility spiral was selected as a framework for
the study because the model combines the nature of workplace incivility and acts of
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conflict. The incivility spiral advances that an act of incivility creates conflict  leading
to an act of incivility (conflict)  and so on until the spiral ends.

Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework for the study encompassed independent and dependent
variables related to the six research questions. As mentioned earlier, data for the study
were collected from community college senior-level administrators from the nine megastates. Data collection included personal and work-related demographic information,
items from the ROCI-II to assess conflict management styles, and items from the UWBQ
to assess workplace incivility. The independent variables were the five conflict
management styles and demographic variables. The dependent variables included the
four subscales of workplace incivility and an overall incivility score. Figure 1.1 provides
an illustration of the conceptual framework for the study.
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Figure 1.1 Conceptual Framework for the Study

The first research question sought to determine the conflict management styles of
community college senior-level administrators. The descriptive variables for the first
research question included Rahim‘s (1983) five conflict management styles of avoiding,
compromising dominating, integrating, and obliging (interval data).
The objective of the second research question was to describe the intensity of
workplace incivility as perceived by the community college senior-level administrators.
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The descriptive variables for the second research question included workplace incivility
as measured by the UWBQ, the four subscales (hostility, privacy invasion, exclusionary
behavior, and gossiping) and the overall incivility score.
The third research question sought to determine if there was a relationship
between the conflict management styles and demographic variables of the community
college senior-level administrators. The dependent variables for the third research
question included the five conflict management styles including avoiding, compromising
dominating, integrating, and obliging (interval data) as measured by the ROCI-II.
Independent variables for the third research question included demographic variables of
age (interval), gender (nominal dichotomous), ethnicity (nominal data, dummy coded),
years in current position (interval), and highest education level (ordinal).
The fourth research question sought to determine if there was a relationship
between the perceptions of workplace incivility and the demographic variables of the
community college senior-level administrators. The dependent variable for research
question four is the perceived workplace incivility level as measured by the UWBQ.
Independent variables for research question four included demographic variables of age
(interval), gender (nominal dichotomous), ethnicity (nominal data, dummy coded), years
in current position (interval), and highest education level (ordinal).
The fifth research question sought to determine if there was a relationship
between the conflict management styles and perceptions of workplace incivility of the
community college senior-level administrators. The dependent variables for research
question five are the five conflict management styles including avoiding, compromising
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dominating, integrating, and obliging (interval data) as measured by the ROCI-II. The
independent variable for research question five included the perceived level of workplace
incivility as measured by the UWBQ.
The sixth research question sought to determine if conflict management styles and
demographic variables explained a significant amount of variance of workplace incivility.
The dependent variable for the sixth research question was the perceived workplace
incivility level as measured by the UWBQ. The independent variables for research
question six were the five conflict management styles including avoiding, compromising
dominating, integrating, and obliging (interval data) and demographic variables age
(interval), gender (nominal dichotomous), ethnicity (nominal data, dummy coded), years
in current position (interval), and highest education level (ordinal).

Definitions of Terms
The definitions of terms that follow were used throughout the study and were major
contributors to the conceptual framework, data collection, and data analysis of the study.
Conflict: While there are many definitions of conflict that exist in the literature, the study
viewed conflict as defined by Thomas (1976), conflict is a process which starts
when an individual perceives that someone ―…has frustrated, or is about to
frustrate, some concern of his‖ (p. 891).
Conflict management: ―…involves designing effective strategies to minimize the
dysfunctions of conflict and maximize the constructive functions of conflict in
order to enhance learning and effectiveness in an organization‖ (Rahim, 2000, p.
5).
Conflict management styles: ―Patterned responses or clusters of behavior‖ individuals‘
use in conflict situations utilizing various interaction methods (Wilmot & Hocker,
2001, p. 130).
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Avoiding: Individuals that use an avoiding conflict management style
generally have a low regard for themselves and others. The avoiding
conflict management style is often seen by a party‘s retreat and evasion of
resolving the conflict.
Compromising: The compromising conflict management style utilized an
intermediate concern for self and others, with both parties cooperating to
reach an acceptable middle ground (Rahim, Buntzman, & White, 1999).
Dominating: An individual who uses the dominating conflict management
style will often have a high regard for themselves and a low regard for
others, leading to a win-lose target. Often forceful behaviors are used to
achieve the desired position (Rahim, Antonioni, & Psenicka, 2001).
Integrating: The integrating style of conflict management is used by
individuals with high regard for themselves and others. The goal is to
work together for a possible win-win outcome in a problem solving
manner (Rahim, 2001).
Obliging: The obliging conflict management style is utilized by an
individual with low concern for themselves combined with a high concern
for others. The individual will often take a lose-win approach and forfeit
their own wants for those of the other party involved (Rahim, 2001).
Incivility: For the study, incivility was defined as deviant behavior that is low-intensity
with ―… ambiguous intent to harm‖ (Andersson & Pearson, 1999, p. 457).
Exclusionary Behavior: While no exact definition exists, for the study
exclusionary behavior was defined as: individuals‘ actions that leave out
others on varying degrees of separation.
Gossiping: A spectrum of gossiping behaviors ranges from letting false or
negative information be passed about a person through omission to
actively engaging in the spread of negative information, true or false,
about an individual or group.
Hostility: A type of incivility, hostility, is defined as behaviors that seek to
inflict harm that is not physical in nature (Zillman, 1979).
Privacy Invasion: Privacy Invasion is defined, for this study, as the
―…intrusion into the personal life of another, without just cause‖ (Sadock,
Sadock, & Levin, 2007, p. 435).
Mega-states: These states were defined by the Grapevine Compilation of State Higher
Education Tax Appropriations Data for Fiscal Year 2006 report (2007) as ―States
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that collectively appropriate one-half of the national total of state support to
higher education‖ (Palmer & Franklin, 2007, p. 5). Mega-states vary depending
upon meeting the standard. In 2007 nine mega-states were listed; California,
Florida, Illinois, Georgia, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and
Texas (Palmer & Franklin, 2007).

Significance of the Study
As mentioned earlier, managing conflict is a critical task for leaders (Green, 1984;
Pritchard, 1985), takes up a large portion of a leaders time (Adams, 2006; DuBrin, 2004;
Stanley & Algert, 2007; Thomas, 1992), and if managed incorrectly, can lead to
destructive outcomes (Haas, 1999). Researchers advocate that not enough research
studies have been done on conflict management in higher education settings (Adams,
2006; Blackburn, 2002; Donovan, 1993; Green, 1984; Pritchard, 1985). Therefore,
conflict management in educational settings is an area that needs further exploration
(Adams, 2006; Blackburn, 2002; Donovan, 1993; Green, 1984; Pritchard, 1985). The
calls for research in the area of conflict management in academic settings provide support
for research in the community colleges.
The significance of the study is embedded within the potential impact the findings
from the study may have on leadership, human capital, policy, practitioners, colleges, and
research. An example of potential impact on leadership is the development of leadership
training, specifically in the areas of workplace incivility and conflict management.
Human capital impacts from this study may include the individuals‘ personal growth, job
satisfaction, and health. Research in the areas of conflict management and workplace
incivility can lead to new policy development, changes of existing policies, and funding
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distributions. This research is significant in that the study may help practitioners better
understand how to manage conflict and become more effective in the conflict
management process. Colleges are impacted by an increased understanding of the
handling of conflict that affects job productivity, turnover, and hiring. Higher Education
Institutions can use information from conflict management research to improve hiring
practices, succession planning, and leadership training (Adams, 2006). Stanley and Algert
(2007) found that 19 out of 20 department heads interviewed ―…expressed the need for
learning more about conflict management‖ (p. 60).
Understanding the perceptions of workplace incivility and conflict management
can help create more positively managed conflict which can lead to better interactions
among the people within the institution. For example, increased positive communication
among people can lead to obtaining needed grant funding where it is imperative that
faculty and leaders can collaborate across different institutions. To collaborate effectively
across a variety of administrative levels requires effectively dealing with conflict
resolution (Gillett-Karam, 1999).
Lastly, an overall significance of the study is the overarching importance of
managing conflict and incivility in the workplace. Andersson and Pearson (1999)
described incivility as a downward or upward spiral in which incivility can get worse or
better, more frequent or less frequent. The importance of managing conflict for leaders is
emphasized by the following quote, ―Violence breeds violence, so surely the same could
be said about peace?‖ (Milhench, 2004).
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Delimitations
The findings of this study are bound by the population which included senior-level
community college administrators in the nine mega-states in the United States.
Additionally, the study was confined to a specific time; a sample of community college
senior-level administrators that were employed during the 2008-2009 academic calendar
year. The study was further delimited by the two instruments used. One instrument
measured conflict management styles of the participants, and the second instrument
measured workplace incivility

Organization of the Study
The study is structured in the division of five chapters. The first Chapter introduced the
pervasiveness of workplace conflict and the importance of managing conflict. The
Chapter provided the statement of the research problem, the purpose of the study, the
specific research questions, an overview of the theoretical framework, and the conceptual
framework used to the guide the study. An overview of the research design and
methodology, definition of terms essential to the study, significance of the study, and the
delimitations of the study were highlighted in the Chapter. The Chapter concluded with
an outline of the organization of the study.
The second Chapter begins with the theoretical models used to explain leadership
behaviors associated with conflict and workplace incivility. Next, the Chapter provides a
summary from a thorough review of the extant literature on conflict, including the history
of conflict research, constructive versus destructive outcomes of conflict, sources of
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conflict, five conflict management styles, and theoretical perspectives of conflict
management styles. The literature reviewed on incivility was summarized in terms of
workplace incivility research, theoretical perspectives of workplace incivility,
antecedents of workplace incivility, and outcomes of workplace incivility.
The third Chapter includes a description of the research methodology, data
collection techniques, including instrumentation selection, ethical considerations, expert
survey review, and proportional random sample procedures. A detailed description of
data collection, including response rates and correspondence techniques are outlined.
Preliminary data analysis examined non response bias, factor analysis, and assumptions.
Reliability and validity of both instruments were presented and methods to handle non
response bias were discussed, analyzed, and reported. Exploratory factor analysis was
conducted and presented for both the conflict management styles and the workplace
incivility instruments.
The fourth Chapter includes the presentation of the findings from the analyzed
data. Data analysis findings are presented to address all six research questions. Findings
include a description of conflict management styles of community college leaders,
descriptions of community college leaders‘ perceptions of workplace incivility,
correlations between independent and dependent variables, and regression analysis to
explore if conflict management styles and demographic variables explain a significant
amount of variance of workplace incivility.
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The fifth Chapter presents an overall summary of the study. Chapter Five includes
a review of the findings, conclusions, recommendations, suggestions for future research,
and limitations of the study.

18

CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The review of literature for the study focused on the topics of conflict management and
workplace incivility in higher education. More specifically, the literature review included
an examination of conflict management and workplace incivility as related to the role of
community college leadership.
Chapter two begins with descriptions of how theories were linked to the research
study which included discussion of Blake and Mounton‘s Managerial Grid, Rahim and
Bonoma‘s model for conflict management styles, Pondy‘s conceptual models of
organizational conflicts, Andersson and Pearson‘s incivility spiral model, and models of
uncivil exchanges. Conflict management literature was reviewed, synthesized, and
summarized concerning conflict management research and constructive vs. destructive
conflict. In addition to conflict management literature, conflict management styles
literature was examined. Specifically, the five types of conflict management styles and
instruments to measure conflict management styles were reviewed. The workplace
incivility literature covered instruments to measure workplace incivility and workplace
incivility research. To conclude the chapter, a summary of the literature review was
provided.

Theories Linked to the Research Study
Pondy‘s (1967) conceptual models of organizational conflict and Blake and Mouton‘s
(1964) Managerial Grid supported the study‘s examination of the conflict management
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styles. Andersson and Pearson‘s (1999) Incivility Spiral model of workplace incivility
provided the theoretical framework related to the community college senior-level
administrators from the nine mega-states regarding the workplace incivility component.
Pondy‘s (1967) conceptual models of organizational conflict provided a segment
of the theoretical framework for the study and depicts positional roles of conflict
participants. As mentioned earlier, community college administrators often deal with
conflict on many levels; peers, leaders, subordinates and outside stakeholders (Green,
1984; Marion, 1995).
In addition to Pondy‘s models of organizational conflict, Blake and Mouton‘s
(1964) Managerial Grid was used in the study to support the investigation of the conflict
management styles of community college senior-level administrators. Most conflict
management style instruments, such as the Thomas-Kilman Mode Instrument (MODE or
TKI) or Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory (ROCI-II), use the Managerial Grid as
the foundation for the theoretical framework and composition of the conflict management
style instrument.
Similar to the two dimensions, concern for people and concern for production, on
the Managerial Grid, the ROCI-II used for the study placed participants on a grid within
the two dimensions, concern for others and concern for self. Using the Rahim
Organizational Conflict Inventory, based on Blake and Mouton‘s (1964) Managerial
Grid, the study sought to describe and examine possible statistical relationships of
community college senior administrators‘ conflict management styles.

20

Andersson and Pearson‘s (1999) Incivility Spiral was used in the study to
examine community college senior administrators perceptions of workplace incivility.
The Incivility Spiral supports that uncivil behaviors have a starting point in which a target
perceives the instigator as uncivil. The uncivil exchanges go back and forth, either
escalating or not, until one party chooses to exit the spiral.

Blake and Mounton’s Managerial Grid
Blake and Mouton‘s (1964) Managerial Grid was selected to explain the behaviors of
leaders for the study, and served as the foundation to most conflict management style
research. While researchers often use different titles for the five areas and for the two
dimensions, most conflict management style theory and instrument development were
based on the Blake and Mouton‘s model. Figure 2.1 represents the Blake and Mouton‘s
Managerial Grid that provided the foundation for the present study and most conflict
management styles theory and instruments.
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Figure 2.1 Blake and Mouton's Managerial Grid

Blake and Mouton‘s (1964) Managerial Grid has two dimensions, concern for
production and concern for people, encompassing five management modes: country club,
team, impoverished, produce or perish, and middle-of-the-road. Individuals correspond
with one of the five areas on the Managerial Grid to represent their dominant
management style. This was later adapted to cover five conflict management styles (dual
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concern theory) of forcing, withdrawing, smoothing, compromising, and problem
solving.

Rahim and Bonoma Model for Conflict Management Styles
Rahim and Bonoma (1979) developed a model for conflict management styles based on
the Blake and Mouton (1964) Managerial Grid. Similar to the two dimensions, concern
for people and concern for production proposed by Blake and Mouton, Rahim and
Bonoma‘s model uses the two dimensions, concern for self and concern for others.
Individuals‘ dominant styles are found from their scores which place them within the
areas of low-low, low-high, high-low, high-high, or middle-middle. Each of the five areas
is assigned a conflict management style that aligns with the placement on the grid. Figure
2.2 shows Rahim and Bonoma‘s (1979) model for the five conflict management styles.
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Figure 2.2 The Styles of Handling Interpersonal Conflict found in Rahim, A., & Bonoma,
T. V. (1979). Managing organizational conflict: A model for diagnosis and intervention.
Psychological Reports, 44, 1323-1344.

The Rahim and Bonoma (1979) model was considered a key theoretical
foundation for the study. Along with Blake and Mouton, the ROCI-II instrument linked to
Rahim and Bonoma‘s model was used to collect the data for the study. Rahim and
Bonoma (1979) assigned ‗concern for others‘ and ‗concern for self‘ to the two axes on
the conflict management styles grid. Five domains are labeled avoiding, compromising,
dominating, integrating, and obliging.
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Using figure 2.2 individuals with a low concern for others and low concern for
themselves would use an avoiding conflict management style, avoiding the conflict
altogether. Whereas, someone with a high concern for himself/herself and a high concern
for others would use an integrating conflict management style in order to find a solution
that is beneficial to both parties involved. A person with high regard for himself/herself
and low concern for others would use the dominating conflict management style in
attempt to gain a solution that looks out for his/her own best interest without regard for
the other party involved. An individual with low concern for self and a high concern for
others would use an obliging conflict management style in order to appease the other
party without regard for their own interest. Lastly, an individual with mid-level concern
for others and mid-level concern for self would use the compromising conflict
management style in order to find a solution that is suitable for both parties, but not
necessarily exactly what either party set forth to obtain.

Pondy’s Conceptual Models of Organizational Conflicts
Pondy‘s (1967) conceptual models of organizational conflicts outline directional roles of
conflict participants. The models include bargaining conflict, bureaucratic conflict, and
systems conflict. Figure 2.3 provides an illustration of Pondy‘s (1967) conceptual models
of organizational conflicts
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Figure 2.3 Conceptual Models Based on Pondy‘s Organizational Conflict

Pondy (1967) indentified three types of conflict in organizations; bargaining
conflict, bureaucratic conflict, and systems conflict. The model provided an illustration
that supports how community college administrators deal with conflict on all three of
these levels (Simone & Baker, 2003).
Bargaining conflict is conflict among two are more parties that have an interest
group relationship. Bargaining conflict is seen when administrators interact with
stakeholders when there is limited resources. For example, a community college
president uses bargaining conflict when he has to decide which occupational area would
be the best to develop to support a new organization and economic development activity
in the local community. Pierce and Pedersen (1997) stated that ―Presidents are required to
make hard choices among a range of equally attractive options, leading to tension in the
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life of a college and its community‖ (p. 13). These choices are often required because of
limited resources.
Bureaucratic conflict is conflict between parties that have a superior-subordinate
relationship. Bureaucratic conflict is seen when administrators interact with lower level
administrators, faculty members, staff, and students. For example, Findlen (2000) stated,
―seasoned administrators have experienced conflicts between students and faculty,
students and administrators, and among students‖ (p. 41).
Systems conflict is conflict among parties that have a lateral relationship. Systems
conflict is represented when administrators interact with other peers in the academic
setting. Janosik & Hirt (2001) stated that lateral conflict is caused by one party‘s
perception that the behaviors of a peer are unacceptable. An example of systems conflict
was provided by Simmons (2000) when one community college president developed a
process redesigned leadership team. The team‘s first conflict occurred when they tried to
develop an admissions statement for the team and could not reach consensus.

Andersson and Pearson’s Incivility Spiral Model
Andersson and Pearson‘s (1999) incivility spiral model supported the workplace
incivility component of the study because the spiral accounts for the interactions of
conflict within incivility. Figure 2.4 illustrates the incivility spiral that shows the starting
point, interaction points, exit points, and increasing spiral like nature of some conflict and
incivility.
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Figure 2.4 Incivility Spiral found in Andersson and Pearson‘s (1999) Sample Incivility
Spiral found in Tit for Tat? The Spiraling Effect of Incivility in the Workplace, The
Academy of Management Review; 24(3), 452-471.
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Andersson and Pearson‘s (1999) incivility spiral reveals how workplace incivility
has the potential to spiral with a starting point and tipping points. A starting point is a
behavior or perceived behavior of an instigator, in either constructive or destructive
conflict. The victim then initiates an act that is perceived by the investigator as an
offensive move and so on; one act instigating the next in a spiral effect. Andersson and
Pearson (1999) also described tipping points within the spiral in which small acts build
and someone within the conflict reacts with an action that exceeds the level of intensity
defined as incivility; at some point ―the punishment doesn‘t fit the crime‖ (p. 462). After
each interaction, both parties have the option to end the spiral effect, which can be seen in
Figure 2.4 and noted as exit or departure points. Once one party exits the spiral, future
acts of incivility are not circular, but one directional.
Andersson and Pearson‘s (1999) incivility spiral, as seen in figure 2.4, is a
foundational model for most incivility research. A starting point on the spiral is when a
target perceives an instigator has acted in a way to intend some sort of harm. Andersson
and Pearson noted that it is not the intent of the instigator that matters, but the perceptions
of the target. Each interaction between instigator and target prompt an increase or
decrease in incivility leading to a spiral effect.
Variables that facilitate workplace incivility were categorized as enablers,
motivators, and triggers (Ferriss, 2002; Gardner & Johnson, 2001; Salin, 2003). Enablers
are actions and roles of the instigator that provide opportunity for uncivil behaviors
(Salin, 2003). Responses to rage, fear, and anger (Gardner & Johnson, 2001) as well as,

29

status, role requirements, workload, and pressures for productivity (Ferriss, 2002) were
found to be enablers of incivility.
Motivators were defined as variables that make uncivil behaviors rewarding
(Salin, 2003). Beliefs, cited as variables such as expected benefits, perceived job
insecurity, dissatisfaction, attitudes about aggression, and low perceived cost for
inappropriate behaviors (Blau & Andersson, 2005; Gardner & Johnson, 2001; Salin,
2003) were found to be motivators. Personality variables, such as ego, power, trait
aggression, lack of leaders‘ assertiveness, and internal competition, were reported to be
motivators (Alexander-Snow, 2004; Brown & Sumner, 2006; Cortina et. al, 2001;
Hornstein, 2003; Glendinning, 2001). Triggers were defined as processes that are
different to those of the workplace norm. Lack of communication (Vickers, 2006),
perceived or actual lower competence level of a worker or leader (Berger, 2000),
environment (Gardner & Johnson, 2001; Pearson, Anderson, & Wegner, 2001), and
demographics were cited as triggers of incivility.

Models of Uncivil Exchanges
Pearson, Andersson, and Porath (2000) further proposed two models of uncivil
exchanges; non-escalating and escalating exchanges that supported the theory that
incivility spirals. Figure 2.5 provides an illustration of the non escalating uncivil
exchange.
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Figure 2.5 Non-Escalating Uncivil Exchange found in Pearson, C. M., Andersson, L. M.,
& Porath, C. L. (2000). Assessing and attacking workplace incivility. Organizational
Dynamics, 29(2), 123-137.

According to the non-escalating uncivil exchange, incivility can spiral without
intensifying. Non-escalating incivility exists when both parties continue uncivil behaviors
that remain within the low level classified as workplace incivility.
Figure 2.6 provides a picture of how escalating incivility can spiral.
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Figure 2.6 The Escalating Spiral of Incivility found in Pearson, C. M., Andersson, L. M.,
& Porath, C. L. (2000). Assessing and attacking workplace incivility. Organizational
Dynamics, 29(2), 123-137.

The escalating spiral of incivility shows uncivil behaviors that intensify with each
interaction. Both parties engage in uncivil behaviors that worsen, sometimes leading to
uncivil behaviors that heighten to workplace bullying and/or workplace violence.

Conflict Management
Notwithstanding the numerous theories linked to conflict management that provided
support for the study, researchers have indicated that no widely recognized clear
definition of conflict exists (Borisoff & Victor, 1998; Rahim 2001; Schmidt. & Kochan,
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1972; Thomas, 1976, 1992) and signals a limitation of the research on conflict
management (Spector & Bruk-Lee, 2008). While experts agree a definition is needed
(Schmidt & Kochan, 1972), experts disagree on the path that should be taken to reach an
agreeable definition. Some researchers called for a narrower definition of conflict
management (Mack & Snyder, 1957; Thomas, 1992) while others called for a broader
definition (Dahrendorf, 1959; Pondy, 1967).
In spite of the call for clarity regarding a definition of conflict, broad definitions
were found more prevalent in the literature (Robbins 1974; Thompson, 1998; Tjosvold
2000) . Tjosvold (2000) simply defined conflict as ―…opposing, divergent interests‖ (p.
24). In support that conflict is either constructive or destructive, Robbins (1974)
straightforwardly defined conflict as ―….opposition or antagonistic interaction, which
can be dichotomized into functional and dysfunctional segments‖ (p. 28). Thompson
(1998), one of the researchers who developed a conflict management styles instrument,
Thomas-Kilman Conflict Model Instrument (TKI), stated, ―conflict is the perception of
differences of interests among people‖ (p. 4).
Aside from the broad definitions, more narrow definitions of conflict included
bounds that confined the definition to relate to the specific area being researched.
Examples of narrow definitions included conflict ―begins when one individual perceives
that his or her goals, attitudes, values, or beliefs are incongruent with those of another
individual‖ (Rahim, Magner, & Shapiro, 2000, p. 9) and ―…the result of individuals‘ or
groups‘ incompatible goals and as overt opposition by one person to another person‘s
actions or statements‖ (Longaretti & Wilson, 2006, p. 4). More recently, De Dreu and
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Gelfand (2008) defined conflict as ―…a process that begins when and individual or group
perceives differences and opposition between itself and another individual or group about
interests and resources, beliefs, values, or practices that matter to them‖ (p. 6). Pondy
(1967) further complicated a definition of conflict when he stated, ―conflict may
sometimes be perceived when no conditions of latent conflict exist‖ (p. 301).
Conflict is not a new phenomenon (Holton, 1995; Longaretti & Wilson, 2006) and
research regarding conflict is increasing (Putnam, 2007). Historically, conflict was
viewed as something negative that should be avoided and eliminated (Green, 1984).
Many thought that the task of a good leader was to eliminate or avoid conflict and that
conflict was considered as a byproduct of a bad leader (Green, 1984). For example
Putnam (2000) stated, ―Conflict is often treated as a dreaded disease‖ (p. 147).
Much literature has been dedicated to conflict resolution. However, Rahim (2000)
pointed out that research examining only the reduction or termination of conflict is not
productive and can get rid of good along with the bad rather than capitalizing on the good
and lessening the bad (Rahim, 2000). The concept of "conflict resolution implies
reduction, elimination, or termination of conflict‖ (p. 5.). When examining organizational
theorists, Rahim (2001) stated, "The classical organization theorists did not seem to
appreciate different impacts that conflict can have on organizations.‖ Since the historical
views of conflict focused on the resolutions of conflict, the change in the more modern
views were focused on effective management examining conflict in a more productive
outcomes view.
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Further, conflict has been viewed from a perspective of human relation theorists
(behaviorists) as described by Rahim (1992). This view shifted from thinking that
conflict should be avoided to the fact that conflict as inevitable (Green, 1984; Marion,
1995; Pepin, 2005). Other scholars (interactionists) continued to view conflict as
inevitable, but placed an additional idea that conflict could be constructive (Blackburn,
2001; Donovan, 1993; Haas, 1999, Lippit, 1982). With this perspective, the task of the
leader changed to be a person to help manage and not eliminate conflict. Leaders‘ were
deemed responsible to manage conflict by moving toward constructive, rather than
destructive outcomes (Blackburn, 2002; Rahim, 2001).

Conflict Management Research
There were many studies that examined conflict management styles (CMS) in business
settings (Brewer, Mitchell, & Weber, 2002; Friedman, Tidd, Currall, & Tsai, 2000;
Gwartney-Gibbs, & Lach, 1994). However, the line of research focusing on community
colleges was limited. Figure 2.7 was constructed to broadly depict the literature on
conflict.
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Figure 2.7. Illustration Depicting the Literature Reviewed on Conflict Management

The extant literature indicated that conflict, whether constructive or destructive,
can be internal or external and be manifested in peer to peer or leader to subordinate
roles. Donovan (1993) stated that roles are a source of conflict, and Schein (2004)
advocated that individuals involved in conflict were found to be internal or external.
Accordingly, research studies showed that higher education administrators deal with
conflict on many levels (Green, 1984) such as leader to subordinate or peer-to-peer
(Donovan, 1993; Pondy, 1967). Robbins (1974) further summarized conflict roles as
interpersonal (conflict between two or more persons), intergroup (conflict between two or
more groups), and intragroup (conflict between individuals in the same group). Friedman,
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Tidd, Currall, and Tsai (2000) suggested that the way individuals manage conflict affects
their work environment. Robins (1974) proposed that planning and evaluating conflict
intensity made administration one of the most difficult professions.
Stanley and Algert (2007) reported that leaders spent 40% of their time managing
conflict. Each administrator is responsible for creating an environment that supports
conflict and allows for appreciation of differences (p. 20). It is critical that conflict be
―…handled effectively‖ (Rahim, Buntzman, & White, 1999, p. 166). Rahim (2001)
warned …administrators attempt not so much to understand and deal with conflict
functionally as to find ways of reducing, avoiding, or terminating it (p. xi). Robbins
(1974) further stated that the conflict management process is not executed easily (p. 20).

Constructive vs. Destructive Conflict
Constructive conflict can be beneficial for organizational advancement (Haas, 1999) and
a catalyst for change in higher education (Holton, 1995). Studies concluded that
eliminating conflict should not be the goal of the leader; rather the goal is to manage
destructive conflict (Blackburn, 2002; Longaretti & Wilson, 2006) and promote
constructive conflict and outcomes.
Jehn (2000) proposed that whether outcomes of conflict were beneficial or
negative related to the conflict type, situation, and the outcomes desired. Conflict was
cited as negative or positive (Haas, 1999), destructive or constructive (Donovan, 1993;
Lippitt, 1982), and functional or dysfunctional (Pondy, 1967; Rahim, 2001). Robbins
(1974) further reported the boundary between functional and dysfunctional outcomes of
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conflict is not clear. Additionally, DeChurch, Hamilton, and Haas (2007) stated that
conflict does not have to be either negative or positive; conflict can be both at the same
time.
Most studies found that conflict managed was either positive (constructive) or
negative (destructive) (Donovan, 1993; Haas, 1999; Lippitt, 1982; Pondy, 1967; Rahim,
2001). Constructive conflict was cited to increase awareness, help with change, improve
decision quality, increase employee satisfaction, and promote good ethical behaviors
(Amason & Schwiger, 2000; Haas, 1999; Kuhn & Poole, 2000; Tjosvold, 1990). Studies
in extant literature also found that destructive conflict led to health and legal costs,
wasted time for both the leader and employee, promoted poor decision quality such as
groupthink, lowered employee satisfaction such as turnover. Decreased motivation, and a
decrease in ethical behaviors such as property damage and theft were also found in the
literature (Amason & Schwiger, 2000; Dana, 2001; Donovan, 1993; Fischer, 2006; Jehn,
2000; Kuhn and Poole, 2000; Rahim, 1990; Schweiger & Sandberg, 1991).
Destructive outcomes of conflict were found in the literature to lead to hate,
retribution, and antagonism (Haas, 1999). In addition, destructive conflict diverts energy
from the real task at hand, destroys morale, increases chances of groupthink, deepens
differences, obstructs cooperative action, produces irresponsible behavior, creates
suspicion and distrust, and decreases productivity (Lippit, 1982). Tension, anxiety, fear,
physiologic illness, and violence were identified as extreme outcomes of destructive
conflict (Donovan, 1993). Jehn (2000) reported that destructive conflict decreases
performance, increases turnover, and increases anxiety. Rahim (1990) and other
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researchers (Dana, 2001; Fischer, 2006) found that destructive conflict wastes human
resources, costs money, lowered job motivation, and decreases employee retention.
Unmanaged and negative conflict decreases decision quality (Dana, 2001). Conflict
management and decision quality have been found to impact each other (Kuhn & Poole,
2000).
Findings from research studies showed a significant relationship between conflict
style and decision-making effectiveness (Kuhn & Poole, 2000). In a study conducted by
Kuhn and Poole (2000), groups that used an integrative conflict management style made
more effective decisions than groups who used either confrontation or avoidance conflict
management styles. An additional hindrance of conflict on decision quality was
determined as lessening group cohesiveness (Amason & Schwiger, 2000; Schweiger &
Sandberg, 1991) and undermining the commitment needed to make a good decision
(Amason & Schweiger, 2000). Furthermore, negative conflict can decrease the exchange
of information, also impacting decision quality (Amason & Schweiger, 2000).
Studies have shown cooperation as an antecedent to productive conflict. In a
study of 32 social service agency employees, Tjosvold (1990) found that cooperative
goals were an important antecedent to productive conflict. Moreover, in a group of 202
currently employed undergraduate students, Rahim, Magner, and Shapiro (2000) found
that cooperative conflict-handling styles were more likely to produce constructive
conflict management. In addition, communication skills were shown as an antecedent to
productive conflict. Rahim, Magner, and Shapiro (2000) also found that currently
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employed undergraduate students‘ perceptions of organizational justice were related to
productive constructive conflict management.
Constructive outcomes of conflict were found in the literature to produce easier
change (Haas, 1999), increase organizational effectiveness and increase success when
managed well (Tjosvold, 2000). Additionally, better communication (Lippit, 1982;
Amason & Schwiger, 2000), clarification of ideas, increased involvement, better problem
solving quality, and increased productivity were identified as outcomes of constructive
conflict management (Lippit, 1982). Whyte (1967) viewed the absence of conflict as an
undesirable goal for an organization. In general, Amason and Schwiger (2000) advocated
that well managed constructive conflict can increase discussion, get thoughts exchanged,
and increase decision making.
Overall, conflict was found in the literature to affect performance, well-being,
change, and social structure (De Dreu & Gelfand, 2008; Pondy, 1967; Spector & BrukLee, 2008). In addition, conflict showed indirect and direct effects to individuals and
organizations (DeDreu & Gelfand, 2008). Van de Vliert (2000) stated that conflict can be
an enemy and a friend. Conflict can have negative effects, such as low work effort,
sabotage, and positive effects, such as enhanced creativity, innovation, and better
decision quality (Rahim, Magner, & Shapiro, 2000).

Conflict Management Styles
Conflict management styles were found to be chosen by leaders dependent upon the
situation (Rahim, 1992). Styles change dependent upon the situation within a conflict as
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one‘s thoughts toward the conflict evolves (Hocker & Wilmot, 1995). Rahim (2001)
proposed that effective conflict management requires ―matching styles with situations‖
(p.81).
Conflict management styles have been defined differently by various researchers.
For example, Deutsch (1949) proposed a dichotomous two style model, cooperative and
competitive. Putnam and Wilson (1982) proposed three styles of conflict management;
non-confrontational, solution-orientation, and control. Additionally, Pinkley (1990)
studied conflict as a cognitive decision-making process with three dimensions:
relationship versus task, emotional versus intellectual, and compromise versus win.
Slaikeu and Hasson (1998) outlined four conflict management styles: avoidance,
collaboration, higher authority, and universal power play. Rahim (1983) defined five
conflict management styles: avoiding, compromising, dominating, integrating, and
obliging.
Donovan (1993) stated that conflict management styles where both parties work
toward a solution are found to be most beneficial for both parties in a conflict. Donovan
(1993) advocated that no one style should be viewed as better than another. Conerly &
Tripathi, (2004) emphasized that all conflict management styles are useful. The
researchers stated, ―No one manages all conflicts in the same way‖ and different styles
are used to ―fit different situations‖ (Conerly & Tripathi, 2004, p.17). In further support
of using different styles rather than having a dominant style, Friedman, Tidd, Currall, and
Tsai (2000) reported that individuals who prefer a dominant approach to disputes may
produce an environment that increases conflict.
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Conversely, Kuhn and Poole‘s (2000) research supported the use of a stable conflict
management style. Andrews and Tjosvold (1983) surveyed 44 student teachers and 68
teachers and found that the ―effects of a given conflict management style depended upon
the amount of conflict in the relationship‖ (p. 227).
Understanding conflict management style preferences improves conflict
management (Conerly & Tripathi, 2004). While no style is better than the others, not all
styles are perceived the same (Gross & Guerrero, 2000). For example, integrating,
dominating, and avoiding styles were associated ―…more strongly with perception of
competence‖ (Gross & Guerrero, 2000, p. 224). Friedman, Tidd, Currall, and Tsai,
(2000) stated, ―Those who are more integrating produce an environment with less
conflict, while those who are more dominating or avoiding produce an environment with
more conflict‖ (p. 49).
Munduate, Ganaza, Peiro, and Euwema (1999) researched patterns of conflict
styles and found that ―…behavior of the actors in a conflict situation should be
understood as a configuration of different styles or models of behavior and not just as one
single category of behavior‖ (p. 10). In other words, conflict is managed using more than
one style in situations of conflict. Different patterns of conflict management were
identified and effectiveness of each pattern was examined. Findings concluded that
subjects used combinations of styles rather than just one and effectiveness is determined
by the pattern of five styles used and not by the specific level of occurrence of each of the
styles. Furthermore, findings stated that patterns using multiple conflict handling styles
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were more effective than patterns based on a single style (Munduate, Ganaza, Peiro, &
Euwema, 1999).

Rahim’s Five Conflict Management Styles
Rahim‘s work was selected as the major theoretical framework for the study and is based
upon the framework of five conflict management styles. The five conflict management
styles are avoiding, compromising, dominating, integrating, and obliging. Description of
styles are included in the following sections.

Avoiding
Avoiding is a conflict management style that is often characterized by the retreating and
evading behaviors of individuals. This avoidance of a situations and lack of effort
working toward resolving conflict is typical in the avoiding style. According to Kraybill
(2008) depiction an avoider can be seen as a turtle, an animal that retreats within its own
shell to escape from any sign of the slightest danger. Furthermore, Rahim, Magner, and
Shapiro, (2000) described the avoiding conflict management style as being ―…associated
with buck-passing, sidestepping or ‗see no evil, hear no evil, speak no evil‖ (p. 11). The
avoiding conflict management style is typically used when individuals generally have a
low regard for themselves and also a low regard for others.
The avoiding conflict management style is often seen by others as a party‘s retreat
and evasion of resolving the conflict. This lack of participation in conflict management
can lead to a lose-lose scenario. Rahim (2001) stated that the avoiding conflict
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management style is appropriate to use if the item of consideration is of trivial
importance or negative effects of the confrontation is more than the potential benefits.
Typically, this conflict management style does not satisfy either one‘s own concerns nor
the concerns of the others involved in the conflict. The individuals that use this style are
often characterized by an unconcerned attitude toward the issues or parties involved
(Rahim, Magner, & Shapiro, 2000). The avoiding conflict management style is often
perceived as being a particularly ineffective method to manage conflict (Gross &
Guerrero, 2000).

Compromising
Generally, the compromising style of managing conflict was used by individuals that had
medium concern for themselves and others, with both parties cooperating to reach an
acceptable middle ground (Rahim, Buntzman, & White, 1999). The compromising style
leads to a bargain win with neither party fully getting what they set out for, but in the end
feeling that they did not completely lose either. Rahim (2001) stated that the
compromising style is most effectively used when parties are equally powerful, a
temporary solution to a complex problem is needed, consensus cannot be reached, and
goals of parties are mutually exclusive. Compromising ―involves give-and-take‖ among
the parties involved (Rahim, Magner, & Shapiro, 2000, p. 12). Gross and Guerrero
(2000) stated that compromising is perceived as moderately appropriate and effective in
some situations.
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Dominating
The dominating conflict management style is perceived as ―….particularly relationally
inappropriate‖ (Gross & Guerrero, 2000). An individual who uses the dominating conflict
management style will often have a high regard for one‘s self and a low regard for others,
leading to a win-lose target. Often forceful behaviors are used to achieve the desired
position (Rahim, Antonioni, & Psenicka, 2001). The dominating style is appropriate to
use when a quick decision is needed, the issue is trivial but important, an ―…unpopular
course of action is implemented‖, it is necessary to overcome an assertive subordinate, or
the other party‘s decision could be costly (Rahim, 2001, p. 82). Additionally, a
dominating individual―…ignores needs and expectations of the other party,‖ seeks to
―win at any cost,‖ and is more ―likely to use his or her position of power to impose his or
her will‖ (Rahim, Magner, & Shapiro, 2000, p. 11).

Integrating
The integrating style of conflict management is used by individuals with high regard for
themselves and others. The goal is to work together for a possible win-win outcome. The
integrating conflict management style is useful for effectively dealing with complex
problems. Integrating is appropriate when one party alone cannot solve the problem,
when commitment is needed from others, for long range planning, and dealing with
strategic issues pertaining to an organizations‘ objective (Rahim, 2001). Furthermore,
integrating requires ―collaboration between parties‖ (Rahim, Magner, & Shapiro, 2000, p.
10). Rahim, Magner, and Shapiro (2000) surveyed 202 currently employed undergraduate

45

students to examine relationships between employee‘s perceptions of organizational
justice and conflict management styles used with their supervisors and found that
integrating was more often used by subordinates when subordinates perceived leaders
were just.
Rahim, Buntzman, and White (1999) studied the stages of moral development and
conflict management styles. The researchers surveyed 443 employed business students
and found post-conventionals used more integrating and less dominating and avoiding
than conventionals. Cai and Fink (2002) surveyed 186 U.S. and international graduate
students and found the integrating style was most preferred. The integrating style is
―associated with higher levels of moral development‖ (Rahim, Buntzman, & White,
1999, p. 166) and is considered to be the most effective style to manage conflict (Gross &
Guerrero, 2000; Rahim, Buntzman, & White, 1999). For example, Friedman, Tidd,
Currall, and Tsai (2000) found that integrating produces a ―less conflict-laden
environment‖ (p. 35).

Obliging
The obliging conflict management style is utilized by an individual with low concern for
himself combined with a high concern for others. The individual will often take a losewin approach and forfeit his wants for those of the other party involved. Obliging was
found to be appropriate when the issue at hand was more important than the other party,
an ―…individual is willing to give something up in exchange for something in the
future,‖ the individual is in a position of weakness, or the individual thinks they are
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wrong (Rahim, 2001, p. 82). An obliging individual is―…associated with attempting to
play down the differences and emphasizes commonalities to satisfy the concerns of the
other party‖ (Rahim, Magner, & Shapiro, 2000, p. 10). Moreover, obliging individuals
may take on an ―…element of self-sacrifice‖ or neglect ―his or her own concerns to
satisfy the concerns of the other party‖ (Rahim, Magner, & Shapiro, 2000, p. 10).

Instruments to Measure Conflict Management Styles
The most widely used instruments to measure conflict management styles include the
Organizational Communication Conflict Inventory (OCCI), Thomas-Kilmann Conflict
MODE Instrument (TKI), and Rahim’s Organizational Conflict Instrument-II (ROCI-II).
All three instruments are based on the Blake and Mouton Managerial Grid.

Organizational Communication Conflict Inventory
The Organizational Communication Conflict Inventory (OCCI), developed by Putnam
and Wilson in 1982, measures both verbal and nonverbal behaviors as well as situational
factors (Adams, 2006) to determine one of three conflict management styles. The three
conflict styles include non-confrontation, solution-orientation, and control. The OCCI
was used to examine conflict management in organizations. Haas (1999) used the OCCI
to survey principals of career/technical centers and principals of feeder high schools and
found a significant relationship between communication and conflict management style.
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Thomas-Kilmann Conflict MODE Instrument
The Thomas-Kilmann Conflict MODE Instrument (TKI) was adapted based on Blake and
Mouton‘s Managerial Grid by measuring an individual on concern for self and concern
for others. Thomas and Kilmann‘s instrument addresses social desirability bias by pairing
equally desirable and undesirable phrases (Shell, 2001). The five conflict management
styles measured by the TKI are competing, avoiding, collaborating, compromising, and
accommodating (Thomas & Kilmann, 1974). Thomas and Kilmann developed the TKI to
find ―…a measurement device for probing the validity and independence of the five
conflict modes hypothesized by Blake and Mouton‖ (Shell, 2001, p. 161). People who
score lower in a style may still use that style if ―…the situation or other party forces them
to do so‖ (Shell, 2001, p. 164).

Rahim Orgaizational Conflict Instrument-II
Rahim‘s (1983) Rahim Orgaizational Conflict Instrument-II (ROCI-II) that measures five
conflict management styles was widely used in past research. The five conflict
management styles measured by the ROCI-II include avoiding, compromising,
dominating, integrating, and obliging. Donovan (1993) used the ROCI-II to survey
academic deans and dean‘s subordinates and found that integrating, compromising and
obliging all significantly related to effectiveness perceptions. Avoiding did not correlate
with effectiveness perceptions. Dominating had a negative correlation with effectiveness.
Deans only perceived integrating as positively correlating with effectiveness. Blackburn
(2002) used the ROCI-II to survey 30 principals and 150 teachers in Missouri, and
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reported integrating and avoiding positively related to professional development for
teachers. Additionally, teacher collaboration correlates with integrating. Furthermore,
gender was examined and found that for female principals, collaborating correlated with
professional development and for female teachers, all conflict management styles, except
dominating correlated with professional development.

Workplace Incivility
Workplace incivility has been defined as low level deviant behaviors (Andersson &
Pearson, 1999). Negative behaviors in the workplace can have greater intensity than the
defined incivility discussed, however the current study specifically examines incivility.
Within extant literature on negative workplace behaviors, the term ‗counterproductive
workplace behaviors‘ has emerged. Counterproductive workplace behaviors are defined
as behaviors that are ―….intended to have a detrimental effect on organizations and their
members (Fox & Spector, 2005, p. 27). Counterproductive workplace behavior research
often includes a wide range of bad intent behaviors. Workplace misconduct was cited in
the literature as being on a continuum from incivility to bullying to violence. Workplace
incivility is on the lower end of the continuum (Vickers, 2006) and is defined as ―low
intensity‖ acts (Cortina et. al., 2001). Figure 2.8 shows the continuum of
counterproductive workplace behaviors, sorting the categories by intensity.
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Figure 2.8 Counterproductive Workplace Behaviors Continuum

Vickers (2006) stated that while incivility was defined as low-intensity behaviors
it should not be confused with being a ‗minor‘ problem. Incivility was also found to have
the potential to spiral (Blau & Andersson, 2005; Buhler, 2003; Fox & Stallworth, 2003)
and increase in severity (Buhler, 2003; Glendinning, 2001; Pearson, Andersson, &
Porath, 2000). Incivility behaviors can be intentional or unintentional (Pearson,
Andersson, & Porath, 2000) and were found to include a range of behaviors (Johnson &
Indvik, 2001) from not returning a smile to purposefully hurting ones feelings.
Workplace incivility antecedents, (e.g., ability, personality, and beliefs) can be
looked at in relation to enabling, motivating, and triggering factors that influences
workplace incivility. Organizational and individual outcomes such as employee
productivity, health, attitudes toward work, and workplace relationships have been
negatively influenced by workplace incivility. The reviewed literature did not provide
empirical evidence. Anecdotally, seen in the literature was that loss of income and loss
of employment are impacted from workplace incivility. Additionally, it was suggested
that as a result of workplace incivility, individuals would resign. Furthermore, even if an
individual is perceived as ineffective, it can trigger workplace incivility. This incivility
can lead the individuals, both the target(s) and instigator(s) with outcomes of negative
attitudes toward work.
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Environmental, administrative, and financial categories are organizational-level
antecedents and outcomes of workplace incivility. Each of the categories has an
additional three sub categories within them. Work climate, employee morale, and the
organization are included in the environmental category. Employee turnover, recruitment,
and succession planning are in the administrative category. Lastly, absenteeism, costs,
and loss of profits are in the financial category.
The three categories, administrative, environmental, and financial, impact each
other. An example of this interaction is that a financial (loss of profits) can impact
environment (the work climate) which in turn impacts administrative (increase
absenteeism). Workplace incivility can impact any of the three categories or can be
impacted by any of the three categories.
Both antecedents and outcomes of workplace incivility can have even more indepth sub-categories. For example, reflect on the sub-categories in the financial category;
absenteeism, costs, and loss of profits. An antecedent of workplace incivility is
absenteeism, then this absenteeism places extra requirements/stress on available
employees who must make up for the absent employee. In contrast, absenteeism can also
be viewed as an ‗outcome‘ of workplace incivility. Researchers have found that
employees who perceive themselves as targets of workplace incivility are likely to
withdraw (Buhler, 2003; Cortina et al., 2001; Martin & Hine, 2005; Pearson et al., 2001)
possibly to avoid interactions with uncivil instigators.
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Instruments to Measure Workplace Incivility
Two instruments that have been developed to measure workplace incivility; the
Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS) and the Uncivil Workplace Behavior Questionnaire
(UWBQ) were examined. The Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS) is a seven item
instrument that measures ―…the frequency of participants' experiences of disrespectful,
rude, or condescending behaviors from superiors or coworkers within the previous 5
years‖ (Cortina et al, 2001, p. 68). Cortina, Magley, Williams, and Langhout (2001)
surveyed 1,662 employees of the U.S. Eighth Circuit federal court system for the
development of the Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS). Participants were asked to recall
how often seven incivility items were experienced in the past five years. The reliability of
the seven incivility items ranged from .58-.84 and the overall incivility scale reported a
reliability of .89 (Cortina et al, 2001). Martin and Hine (2005) reported the Workplace
Incivility Scale (WIS) to be uni-dimensional, measuring only overall workplace incivility.
The Uncivil Workplace Behavior Questionnaire (UWBQ) was developed by
Martin and Hine (2005). The Uncivil Workplace Behavior Questionnaire (UWBQ) is a
17-item instrument that uses a 5 point Likert scale; 1 being never, 2 being rarely, 3 being
occasionally, 4 being often, and 5 being very often. Martin and Hine developed the
Uncivil Workplace Behavior Questionnaire (UWBQ) as a multi-dimensional instrument
that measures overall incivility as well as four subscales of workplace incivility;
exclusionary behavior, gossiping, hostility, and privacy invasion.
No studies were found that used the UWBQ in the literature. The UWBQ has been
mentioned in magazine articles, one research article, and a few dissertations that have
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given summaries of all incivility instruments. Therefore, no studies can be found that
specifically examined the four subscales of workplace incivility as defined by Martin and
Hine (2005).

Workplace Incivility Research
Findings from studies on workplace incivility indicated that individuals experience
negative outcomes related to their workplace relationships, health, productivity, and
attitudes toward work. For example, Martin and Hine (2005) found that being the target
of incivility is associated with ―…lower levels of psychological well-being and health
satisfaction‖ (p. 488). Lowered productivity was the most widely cited outcome variable
related to workplace incivility (Buhler, 2003; Gardner & Johnson, 2001; Glendinning,
2001; Hornstein, 2003; Johnson & Indvik, 2001; McCune, 2000; Muir, 2000, Pearson,
Andersson, & Porath, 2000; Pearson & Porath, 2005; Salin, 2003; Settles, Cortina,
Malley, & Stewart, 2006).

Summary of the Literature Review
Conflict management and workplace incivility literature were reviewed, synthesized, and
summarized. Four main sections of the reviewed literature include theories linked to the
research study, conflict management, conflict management styles, and workplace
incivility. Descriptions of how theories linked to the research study were provided for
both variables. Conflict management literature was reviewed in terms of conflict
management research, constructive vs. destructive conflict, conflict management styles,
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and instruments to measure conflict management styles. Workplace incivility literature
was reviewed and categorized as instruments to measure workplace incivility and
workplace incivility research. Finally an overall summary of the literature review was
provided.
Theories that pertain to the specific research study which include Pondy‘s (1967)
conceptual models of organizational conflict, Blake and Mouton‘s (1964) Managerial
Grid, and Andersson and Pearson‘s (1999) Incivility Spiral were reviewed to provide a
link of the research to the supporting foundational theories. The three main theories
supported the purpose of the study to examine conflict management styles and
perceptions of workplace incivility of community college senior-level administrators in
the nine mega-states.
Extant literature for conflict management was reviewed, synthesized, and
summarized for the second section of chapter two. A brief summary of the history of
conflict management research was given which supports a shift of thinking about
managing conflict from attempting to eliminate conflict to managing conflict to support
productive conflict and minimizing destructive conflict. In further support of the need for
managing conflict, unmanaged conflict was found in the literature to decrease
performance, well-being, change, and social structure (De Dreu & Gelfand, 2008;
Spector & Bruk-Lee, 2008; Pondy, 1967).
Specific conflict management styles were found to be best chosen to match
specific situations (Rahim, 1992; Hocker & Wilmot, 1995; Rahim, 2001). A brief
summary of different categorization of conflict management styles was reviewed and
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included a dichotomous two style model (Deutsch, 1949), different three style model
(Putnam &Wilson, 1982; Pinkley, 1990), and a four style model outlined by Slaikeu &
Hasson (1998). Greater detail was provided for the five types of conflict management
styles proposed by Rahim (1983). A subsection was provided for each of the five conflict
management styles; avoiding, compromising, dominating, integrating, and obliging.
Further, instruments that measure conflict management styles and workplace incivility
were reviewed.
Workplace incivility was the fourth area of the literature reviewed. Workplace
incivility literature reviewed was filtered for research that utilized the definition that
workplace incivility is defined as low level deviant behaviors (Andersson & Pearson,
1999). Literature that cited workplace incivility as a variable, but defined incivility as
more intense negative behaviors found in bullying and violence were discarded.
Workplace incivility literature was organized into antecedents of workplace incivility
(e.g., ability, personality, and beliefs) and outcomes of workplace incivility. Lastly,
instruments that measure workplace incivility were examined.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of the chapter is to present the research design and methods used for the
study. The chapter begins with a discussion of the appropriateness of the explanatory
non-experimental quantitative survey research design and the six guiding research
questions used in the study. Next, the chapter includes a presentation of the variables
used in the study and organization of the variables for each of the research questions of
the study. The chapter content continues with a discussion on the sample of community
college senior-level administrators selected from the nine mega-states. The random
proportional cluster sample technique and sample size calculation are included in the
discussion. Other sections of the chapter include instrumentation, data collection,
participant response rates, data analysis techniques, and preliminary data analysis. The
preliminary data analysis section covers assumptions, handling of non-response bias,
exploratory factor analysis, and reliability for the instruments used in the study are
reported using Cronbach‘s alpha. The chapter concludes with an overall summary of the
research design and methodology

Research Design
The research methodology of the study included the implementation of a nonexperimental research design. Kerlinger and Lee (2000) stated, ―Nonexperimental
research is systematic empirical inquiry in which the scientist does not have direct control
of independent variables because their manifestations have already occurred or because
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they are inherently not manipulable‖ (p. 558). Sproull (2002) defined non-experimental
design as one that does not have an experimental variable, but does include a variable that
can be measured. Additionally, Sproull (2002) stressed that the researcher ―has control of
who or what to measure, when the measurement takes place and what to ask or observe‖
(Sproull, 2002, p. 153). For the present study, the researcher chose to measure conflict
management styles and workplace incivility. The researcher determined the variables to
measure and the time to conduct the study.
The quantitative methodology for the study utilized a non-experimental survey
research design. The study examined survey data from senior-level administrative leaders
from the nine mega-state community colleges in the United States, who were employed
during the 2008-2009 school year. The survey included a combination of demographic
variables and two instruments, one to measure conflict management styles and one to
measure workplace incivility.
The time and cost to collect data from a population supports the beneficial use of
the survey design (Creswell, 2003). Using a survey research design for the study
provided data collection within an academic semester with reasonable cost. According to
Dilman (2007), survey research is conducted to ―…estimate the distribution of
characteristics in a population‖ (p. 9). The purpose of this survey research was consistent
with Dillman‘s statement in that the results of the present study provide estimation of the
distribution of characteristics related to conflict management and workplace incivility of
senior-level community college leaders.
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Many non-experimental designs are used in research for explanation (Sproull,
2002). Osborne (2008) stated ―exploring relationships between multiple variables in a
sample to shed light on a phenomenon, with a goal of generalizing the new understanding
to a general or specific population‖ (p. 300) is the purpose of multiple regression analysis
for explanation. The research design for this study is, therefore, an appropriate design
given the study sought to describe a specific population and measure relationships among
several variables.

Research Questions
The study utilized a quantitative research survey design to examine conflict management
styles and workplace incivility as perceived by community college senior-level
administrators. The following research questions helped guide the study:


Research Question 1 – What do community college senior administrators from
the nine mega-states perceive as their conflict management styles (CMS) as
measured by the Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory- II (ROCI-II)?



Research Question 2 – How do community college senior-level administrators
perceive workplace incivility, as measured by the Uncivil Workplace Behaviors
Questionnaire (UWBQ)?



Research Question 3 – Are there relationships between conflict management
styles and demographic variables of senior-level community college
administrators?



Research Question 4 – Are there relationships between workplace incivility and
demographic variables of senior-level community college administrators?



Research Question 5 – Are there relationships between conflict management
styles and workplace incivility of senior-level community college administrators?



Research Question 6 – Do conflict management styles and demographic variables
explain a significant amount of variance of workplace incivility?
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Variables Used in the Study
The research variables for the study were organized as dependent or independent
variables for each of the six research questions. The conceptual framework for the study
illustrated in Chapter One provided a visual display of the variables used in the study.
The first research question sought to describe the conflict management styles of
senior-level administrators at two-year community colleges in the nine mega states. Table
3.1 provides a list of the subscales describing conflict management styles addressed in the
first research question.

Table 3.1 Variables Used to Describe Participants‘ Perceptions of their Conflict
Management Styles
Variables
Conflict Management Styles
Avoiding
Compromising
Dominating
Integrating
Obliging

The first research question was a descriptive question used to examine the construct of
conflict management styles that included avoiding, compromising, dominating,
integrating, and obliging. Frequencies, means, percentages, and standard deviations were
computed for the data analysis.
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The second research question sought to describe the levels of workplace incivility
as perceived by the community college senior-level administrators in the nine megastates. Table 3.2 provides a list of the dependent variable for the second research
question.

Table 3.2 Variables Used to Describe Participants‘ Perceptions of Workplace Incivility
Variables
Workplace Incivility
Hostility
Privacy Invasion
Gossiping
Exclusionary Behavior

The second research question was a descriptive question used to examine the dependent
variable, workplace incivility. Subscales of workplace incivility included hostility,
privacy invasion, gossiping, and exclusionary behavior. Frequencies, percents, means,
and standard deviations are computed for the data analysis.
The third research question sought to examine if there were statistically
significant relationships between conflict management styles and demographic variables
of senior-level community college administrators in the nine mega-states. Table 3.3
provides a display of variables for research question three.
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Table 3.3 Variables Used to Determine Relationships Between Demographic
Characteristics and Conflict Management Styles
Variables
Independent Variables

Demographic Variables
Age
Race/Ethnicity
Gender
Work Experience

Dependent Variables

Conflict Management Styles
Avoiding
Compromising
Dominating
Integrating
Obliging

The third research question examined the relationships between the demographic
characteristics and conflict management styles. For the third research question,
relationships were examined between conflict management styles (avoiding
compromising, dominating, integrating, and obliging) and demographic characteristics
(age, race, gender, and work experience).
The fourth research question sought to examine if there were statistically
significant relationships between perceived workplace incivility and demographic
variables of senior-level community college administrators in the nine mega-states. Table
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3.4 provides a list of the dependent and independent variables used for the fourth research
question.

Table 3.4 Variables Used to Determine Relationships Between Demographic
Characteristics and Workplace Incivility
Variable
Independent Variables

Demographic Variable
Age
Race/Ethnicity
Gender
Work Experience

Dependent Variables

Workplace Incivility
Hostility
Privacy Invasion
Gossiping
Exclusionary Behavior

The fourth research question examined the relationships between the demographic
characteristics and workplace incivility. For the fourth research question, relationships
were explored between workplace incivility and demographic characteristics (age, race,
gender, and work experience).
The fifth research question sought to examine if there were statistically significant
relationships between conflict management styles and perceived workplace incivility of
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senior-level community college administrators in the nine mega-states. Table 3.5
provides a display of independent and dependent variables for research question five.

Table 3.5 Variables Used to Determine Relationships Between Conflict Management
Styles and Perceived Workplace Incivility
Variables
Independent Variables

Conflict Management Styles
Avoiding
Compromising
Dominating
Integrating
Obliging

Dependent Variables

Workplace Incivility
Hostility
Privacy Invasion
Gossiping
Exclusionary Behavior

The fifth research question examined conflict management styles and the
perceived workplace incivility. More specifically, relationships were explored between
conflict management styles (avoiding compromising, dominating, integrating, and
obliging) and workplace incivility.
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The sixth research question sought to examine if conflict management styles and
demographic variables could explain a significant amount of variance of workplace
incivility. Table 3.6 provides a list of the dependent and independent variables used for
the sixth research question.
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Table 3.6 Variables Used to Determine if Demographic Variables and Conflict
Management Styles Explain Workplace Incivility
Variables
Independent Variables

Demographic Variable
Age
Race/Ethnicity
Gender
Work Experience
Conflict Management Styles
Avoiding
Compromising
Dominating
Integrating
Obliging

Dependent Variables

Workplace Incivility Subscales
Hostility
Privacy Invasion
Gossiping
Exclusionary Behavior

The independent variables were demographic characteristics that included age,
race/ethnicity, gender, work experience, and education level. Also, independent variables
included conflict management styles of avoiding, compromising, dominating, integrating,

65

and obliging. The dependent variable for this question included workplace incivility and
the four subscales of hostility, privacy invasion, gossiping, and exclusionary behavior.

Population
Participants included community college senior-level administrators, with titles such as
President, Chief Academic Affairs Officer, Chief Finance Officer, Chief Student Affairs
Officer, and/or Chief Information (technology) Officer, from the nine mega-states. The
nine mega-states were selected based on the definition provided from the Grapevine
Compilation of State Higher Education Tax Appropriations Data for Fiscal Year 2007
(Palmer & Franklin, 2007). The designation as a mega-state includes the states that
together ―…appropriate one-half of the national total of state support to higher education‖
(p. 5). For the 2008-2009 school year, the nine mega-states were identified as California,
Texas, New York, Illinois, Florida, North Carolina, Ohio, Georgia and Pennsylvania. A
full frame of all community colleges within the nine mega-states is shown in Appendix
A. Table 3.7 shows the number of community colleges located in each of the nine megastates.
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Table 3.7 Number of Community Colleges in Each of the Nine Mega-States
State

N

California

112

Florida

28

Georgia

33

Illinois

48

New York

35

North Carolina

58

Ohio

23

Pennsylvania

14

Texas

70

Total

421

As shown in Table 3.7, the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES)(2006) reported 421 public community colleges in the nine mega-states,:
California (N = 112), Texas (N = 70), North Carolina (N = 58), Illinois (N = 48), New
York (N = 35), Georgia (N = 33), Florida (N = 28), Ohio (N = 23), and Pennsylvania (N =
14).

Sample
A random proportional cluster sample was obtained so that the number of community
colleges selected from each state equally represented the population. According to
Sproull (2002), ―cluster sampling appropriately carried out is a random sampling
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procedure‖ (p. 120). The proportional cluster sampling technique is often used when a
complete frame of participants does not exist. Additionally, the technique is appropriate
when the population is spread over large geographical regions (Sproull, 2002;
Longnecker & Ott, 2001). For the present study, the sampling unit included community
colleges from the nine mega-states spanning the United States of America. The sample
size was determined and the number of colleges was selected by a random proportional
sample procedure.

Sample Size
First, the primary variables for the study were considered in determining the sample size
for the study. Incivility and conflict management styles were the two primary continuous
variables in the study. According to Bartlett, Kotrlik, and Higgins (2001), it is critical to
base sample size on the primary variables of study. Since the conflict management styles
and incivility instruments‘ Likert scales both have five possible response items, sample
size was calculated based on 5 response items. To determine the sample size, the
researcher estimated that each community college would have five senior-level
administrators. Based on 421 community colleges in the nine mega-states, the calculation
showed the estimated population of community college administrators as 2,105 (421*5 =
2,105). Cochran‘s formula for sample size for a continuous variable advocated by,
Kotrlik, and Higgins (2001) was used in the study. Cochran‘s (1977) formula for sample
size included the following.
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n

(t)2 * (s)2
= ----------(d)2

t = ―the level of risk the researcher is willing to take that true margin of error may
exceed the acceptable margin of error‖ (Bartlett at el., 2001, p. 46). For the study
the accepted margin of error is .05 (t = 1.96).
s = ―estimate of standard deviation in the population‖ (Bartlett at el., 2001, p. 46).
This uses a five point scale and 98% of the data will fall within six standard
deviations. Therefore, s= 5 (points in scale) divided by 6 (standard deviations).
d = ―acceptable margin of error for mean being estimated‖ (Bartlett at el., 2001, p.
46). The margin of error was 3 percent. Therefore the acceptable margin of error
was calculated by multiplying the number of points in the scale (5) by the 3
percent margin of error.

n

(1.96)2 * (5/6)2
= ----------(5*.03)2

= 119

Since 119 represented 5.7% of the 2105 individuals in the population, further
computations were necessary. Cochran (1977) provides a formula to adjust the sample for
instances when the sample is more than 5% of the population.
Adjust sample

=

Sample
----------(1+n/Population)

=

119
----------1+119/2105

=

113

While the desired delivered sample was computed as 113, it was critical to adjust
for non-respondents based on previous response rates with community college leaders.
Bartlett et al. (2001) suggested that researchers account for the anticipated response rate.
Previous response rates with this type of population varied between 20 to 43% (Adams,
2006). With this in mind, a conservative estimate of the desired total number of
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respondents needed (113) was divided by the lowest previous response rate (.20). The
required drawn sample size was computed as 565 participants. Using estimations that
each of 113 institutions would provide 5 senior level administrators, in order to obtain the
565 participants, 113 community colleges were determined as needed for the study.

Random Proportional Sample Procedure
The number of community colleges in each state was divided by the number of total
community colleges in all nine states to give the proportion needed from each state. For
example, the 112 community colleges from California were divided by the overall 421
community colleges in the nine mega-states which calculated as 26.6%. The computation,
26.6% of the 112 community colleges yielded 31 colleges needed from California in the
sample. The total number of community colleges needed (113) was multiplied by the
proportion (26.6%) to provide that 31 colleges would need to be included in the sample
from California. Since Sproull (2002) stated it was better to select more clusters to
achieve precision and reduce sampling error, all estimates were rounded up.
Table 3.8 shows the number of colleges in each state, the percent needed, and the
proportion sampled from each state.
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Table 3.8 Proportional Sampling for Community College Selection
State

Number of
Community Colleges

71

Number of Community colleges to
Select (113*proportion)

112

Proportion (%)
Number of Colleges/Total
Number. of Colleges
26.6

California
Texas

70

16.6

19

North Carolina

58

13.8

16

Illinois

48

11.4

13

New York

35

8.3

10

Georgia

33

7.8

9

Florida

28

6.7

8

Ohio

23

5.5

7

Pennsylvania

14

3.3

4

Totals

421

100

117

Note. All numbers of community colleges were rounded up.

71

31

Once the proportion was determined for each state, those specific numbers of
colleges were randomly selected using SPSS, version 16.0. The complete frame of
community college leadership consisted of 669 individuals. The number of selected
community colleges (N = 117), seen in Table 3.8, was multiplied by the expected 5 senior
level administrators from each institution to provide an estimated 585 participants for
inclusion in the sample. Organizational charts were examined and as a result of
institutional organization differences, 669 senior-level administrator participants were
identified from the 117 institutions. On average there were 5.71 administrators per
community college, .71 higher than estimated. Community colleges, having a variety of
executive leadership positions, provided 104 more individuals than the conservative
estimate of 585, making the total sample 669. An Excel file was created with a separate
worksheet for each of the nine states. Within each worksheet, the community colleges‘
name, participants‘ names, work titles, email addresses, and phone numbers (when
available) were collected. The information was collected by searching the websites of
each community college. Phone calls were made for verification and to collect data not
found on the community college web pages. All senior administrators from each college
that were randomly selected were invited to participate in the study.

Instrumentation
Two instruments were used for the study along with items requesting demographic
information. The Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory- II (ROCI-II) developed by
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Rahim (1983) and the Uncivil Workplace Behavior Questionnaire (UWBQ) developed by
Martin and Hine (2005) were used for the study.

Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory- II (ROCI-II)
The ROCI-II was adapted from Blake and Mouton‘s Managerial Grid to measure an
individual‘s conflict management style. The ROCI-II has a total of 28 items on a 5 point
Likert scale measuring the five conflict management styles; avoiding, integrating,
compromising, dominating, and obliging. During the development of the instrument,
Rahim (1983) tested for social desirability to make sure that respondents were not
answering a certain way to align with socially acceptable answers. Further, in 2001,
Rahim (2001) reported the ROCI-II dealt with social desirability response bias attempting
to ensure all items were worded in a way that respondents‘ would answer more accurately
aligned with their true behaviors rather than what the respondents perceived as most
socially acceptable.
The following table (Table 3.9) provides a brief description of each of the five
conflict management styles used in the Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory - II.
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Table 3.9 Descriptions of the Five Conflict Management Styles
Conflict Management Style

Description

Obliging

One party forgoes their interests in order to appease the
other party

Avoiding
One party evades the situation, having no concern for
themselves or the other party
Dominating
One party attempts to force their view on another party
Integrating
Both parties attempt to find a win-win solution
Compromising
Both parties give up some interests to gain other interests,
often neither party wins or loses.

While a person may use all five conflict management styles in certain situations, a
dominant style is the style most often used by an individual. Obliging conflict
management style is used when individuals sacrifice their wants for the other party, often
creating a lose-win situation. Avoiding conflict management style is used when parties
completely avoid resolutions, often creating a lose-lose situation. Dominating conflict
management style is used with only regard for one‘s own interest and no/low regard for
the other parties‘ interests, often creating a win-lose situation. Integrating conflict
management style is used when both parties involved attempt to create a solution that is a
win for both sides, often creating a win-win situation. Lastly, the compromising conflict
management style is used when a both parties sacrifice in order to gain a portion of what
they want, often creating a no win/ no lose situation.
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The reliability of the ROCI-II has ranged from .72 to .77 (Thornton, 1989). The
request and permission to use the ROCI-II are provided in Appendix B and Appendix C.
Table 3.10 shows the 28 item numbers of the ROCI-II organized by the five specific
conflict management styles.

Table 3.10 Item Numbers from the ROCI-II that Measure Each
Conflict Management Style
Conflict Management Style

Item Numbers from Survey that
Measure Specific Style

Avoiding

3, 6, 16, 17, 26, 27

Compromising

7, 14, 15, 20

Dominating

8, 9, 18, 21, 25

Integrating

1, 4, 5, 12, 22, 23, 28

Obliging

2, 10, 11, 13, 19, 24

In 1995, Rahim and Magner found ―the results provided support for the
convergent and discrimination validities of the subscales measuring the 5 styles of
handling interpersonal conflict…‖ which provides further support for construct validity
of the ROCI-II. Again in 2001, Rahim also reported support of convergent and
discriminant validity of the instrument.
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Uncivil Workplace Behavior Questionnaire
The Uncivil Workplace Behavior Questionnaire consisted of 17-items using a 5 point
Likert scale to measure workplace incivility. The UWBQ measures four constructs;
hostility, privacy invasion, exclusionary behavior, and gossiping. Martin and Hine (2005)
reported the UWBQ to be multi-dimensional, giving a comprehensive, multi-faceted view
of workplace incivility.
The following table (Table 3.11) provides a brief description of each of the four
incivility subscales.

Table 3.11 Description of the Four Workplace Incivility Subscales
Workplace Incivility Subscale

Description

Exclusionary Behavior

Actions that are intended to leave out another

Gossiping

Speaking about a person in a displeasing way in an
attempt for them not to find out

Hostility

Negative actions toward another that do not include
violence

Privacy Invasion

Intrusion of one‘s private life

The four workplace incivility subscales include exclusionary behavior, gossiping,
hostility, and privacy invasion. Exclusionary behavior can be in many forms, including
acting in the behalf of another without them knowing, withholding information, exclusion
from meetings, etc. Gossiping can include talking negatively about someone or sharing
private information about him/her without the individual‘s current knowledge. Examples
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of gossiping include talking bad about a person‘s skills to another co-worker or divulging
a medical condition without the consent of the ailing worker. Hostility includes actions
that are intended to harm another excluding acts of violence. Hostility can include sexual
harassment, discrimination, intimidation, etc. Privacy invasion can include looking at a
person‘s personal belongings, reading his/her memos, etc.
Table 3.12 provides the item numbers on the UWBQ instrument that measure each
of the four subscales (exclusionary behavior, gossiping, hostility, and privacy invasion).

Table 3.12 Item Numbers from the UWBQ that Measure the Four Subscales of
Workplace Incivility
Workplace Incivility Subscale

Item Numbers

Exclusionary Behavior

1, 3, 5, 11, 16

Gossiping

2, 6, 8, 12

Hostility

4, 10, 15, 17

Privacy Invasion

7, 9, 13, 14

Overall Workplace Incivility

1-17

Martin and Hine (2005) described the UWBQ as multi-dimensional, measuring
four types of workplace incivility as well as overall incivility. Further changes were made
in that the UWBQ requests respondents report workplace incivility instances in the last 12
months to reduce memory distortions. The UWBQ was tested and found to have strong
convergent, concurrent, and divergent validity and internal reliability (Martin & Hine,
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2005). Internal consistency on the UWBQ was reported as over .80 on its subscales and
.92 overall (Martin & Hine, 2005). The convergent validity was demonstrated by the
correlation of the UWBQ with the Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS) another instrument
measuring workplace incivility.
The request to use the UWBQ can be found in Appendix D. Permission granted to
use the UWBQ is included in Appendix E. A copy of the instrument may be found in
Appendix F.

Validity of the Instruments
A number of considerations and controls were put in place to address the validity of the
instruments used in the study. According to Cook and Campbell (1979), validity can be
presented in terms of statistical conclusion validity, internal validity, construct validity,
and external validity
Statistical conclusion validity threats are possible reasons why inferences
concerning the covariation between two variables might not be correct (Shadish, Cook &
Campbell, 2002). The threats that could be a concern for the present research design
included low statistical power, violated assumptions of statistical tests, fishing, error rate,
unreliability of measures, restriction of range, heterogeneity of units, and inaccurate
effect size (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). The following controls were put in place
for threats to statistical conclusion validity:
1. The researcher used the correct sample size computations to control for low
statistical power
2. The researcher checked data to meet the assumptions of the statistical tests to
control for violations of assumptions to the statistical tests
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3. The researcher used pre-determined research questions to control for fishing
4. The researcher used correct statistical tests to control for error rate problems,
5. The researcher used reliable instruments which controlled for the threat of
unreliability of measurements
6. The researcher used community college leaders from a variety of schools and
positions to control for the heterogeneity of units, and
7. The researcher used the correct effect size measures and interpretation to control
for inaccurate effect size.
In survey research the respondents‘ responses may influence validity in three
ways. First, instruments that require self-reporting will have findings that are limited to
the respondents‘ honesty and accuracy. Second, Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh (1996) stated
that validity of the responses is affected by the respondents‘ interest in the topic and their
anonymity. For the study, threats to validity were controlled for in the following manner.
First, the literature demonstrated that the community college leaders were concerned with
conflict management, and that conflict management was important in their work roles;
and second using an online survey design and assurance of confidentiality provided the
respondents with a sense of trust in regards to their responses.
For survey research, when considering construct validity, Litwin (1995)
advocated that validity is ―how well it measures what it sets out to measure‖ (p. 33).
Validity of a survey can be addressed in terms of face, content, criterion, and construct.
For this study, criterion and construct validity were reported from previous research. A
factor analysis was conducted for the UWBQ and the ROCI-II to demonstrate construct
validity. Litwin (1995) suggested face validity is a ―cursory review by untrained
judges…to see whether they think the items look OK‖ (p. 35). To check for face validity,
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a group of five doctoral students reviewed the survey. Further, Litwin (1995) suggested,
―content validity is a subjective measure of how appropriate the items seem to a set of
reviewers who have some knowledge of the subject matter‖ (p. 35). To check for content
validity, five research experts reviewed the instrument.
Research experts were invited to review the web-based version of the instrument
used for the study. An email inviting their review and feedback was sent with a link to the
survey. Expert feedback included grammatical errors, ease of maneuvering through the
survey, and corrections that would improve the participants understanding of the survey
instructions. Experts also provided opinions on how to improve the survey items;
however, those changes could not be made because the survey items came from existing
instruments.

Web-based Survey
The instruments used in the study were compiled and developed into a web-based survey.
The survey was created using a web-based program called Survey Monkey. Survey
Monkey allows the user to brand the survey with logos. The web-survey was first created
in a text document, and then coded to an online version using a point and click interface
with some actual coding. Appendix G provides a graphic to demonstrate the interface the
end-user saw.
Dillman (2007) stated that web based surveys should be used for populations that
have access to the internet in order to have findings that are generalizable. For example,
if only 20% of a population had access to the internet, findings from a web based survey
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may not represent the population. Dillman (2007) further stated that populations,
specifically those in postsecondary education settings were appropriate for websurveys
because of the widespread access to the internet among the population. Web surveys,
when used with appropriate populations, offer the most potential with the least cost of
any other survey method (Dillman, 2007). In addition, web surveys have been found to
help with the time of a research project in two major ways. First, the time it takes to
collect the survey data is much faster than in face-to-face settings. Secondly, collected
data can begin to be analyzed almost immediately eliminating the step of having to input
the data from written surveys. As long as error potential is addressed, such as
generalizability to the population, web surveys have been found to significantly reduce
the time and cost of survey research.

Data Collection
The data collection for the study integrated elements of Dillman‘s (2007) total design
method and recent literature on web-based survey techniques. Figure 3.1 provides an
overview of the steps followed in the data collection process.
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Figure 3.1 Data Collection Procedures

The techniques used in the study were outlined by the five needed elements
according to Dillman (2007). These elements included a respondent-friendly
questionnaire, and five contacts (brief pre-notice letter, questionnaire with cover letter,
thank you follow-up, replacement questionnaire, and final contact. After the 669
participants were selected and identified, an application was completed for research
compliance and submitted to the Institutional Review Board (IRB)‘s approval to conduct
the study at the University. Copies of the two instruments, letters used to contact
participants, supporting documents, and required information were provided to the IRB
committee on July 9, 2008 IRB and approval was granted on July 18, 2008, as shown in
Appendix H.
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All respondents received a pre-notification email (N = 669) describing the
research project. The pre-notification email (See Appendix I: Recruitment Materials)
included the elements suggested by Dillman (2007) and the Clemson University IRB
Board, including a date, inside address, what would happen, what it is about, usefulness
of survey, thank you, and signature. Of the 669 individuals, no emails were returned
undeliverable. In the event undeliverable emails were returned a pre-notification email
would have been sent to the participants that were replaced in the sample.
Two days following the initial pre-notification email, the 669 individuals were
sent an email with a letter in which the selected community college senior-level
administrators were provided the link to the web survey and indicated consent to
participate in the study by clicking on the survey link. This email was the second contact
and included date, inside address, the request, why participant was selected, value of
survey participation, confidentiality, willingness to answer questions, researcher contact
information, and thank you for those willing to participate. Within the first round, a total
of N = 96 (14.3% of total sampled) individuals responded.
Five days following the first survey request, non-respondents and respondents
received a follow-up email, thanking those that participated and stressing the importance
of participation to the non-respondents in the research project. The email included a link
to the survey. During the second round, a total of N = 53 individuals responded (7.9% of
total sampled).
Five days following round two, a final thank you email was sent. The third round
email included a replacement link and a follow-up requesting participation. Round three
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yielded a total of N = 27 participants (4.0% of total sampled). Table 3.13 shows the total
respondents from each round.

Table 3.13 Number of Participant Responses for Each Survey Round
Round

Participants

% Respondents

1

96

55

2

53

30

3

27

15

Total

176

100

In order to follow Dillman‘s (2007) steps, in the event the desired delivered
sample was not achieved, a final contact using a postcard reminder would have been sent
to a sample of non-respondents. Since the desired number of the sample participants
(n=176, 26.3 %) responded during the first three rounds, additional follow-up was not
necessary.

Non-Response Bias
In an effort to control for non-response bias as suggested by researchers (Miller & Smith,
1983, Armstong & Overtun, 1977; Miller & Smith, 1983; Linder, Murphy, Biers, 2001),
early and late respondents were compared. Estimating non-response is an acceptable
method to examine those that have responded with those that have not responded
(Rogelber and Luong, 1998). Extant literature findings suggested that late respondents
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are often like non-respondents (Miller & Smith, 1983; Clausen & Ford, 1947; Flanagan,
1964; Newman, 1962). According to Miller and Smith (1983) ―Respondents can be
dichotomized into those that respond early and those that respond late‖ (p. 48).
Early respondents (round 1) were coded as 1 and late respondents (round 3) were
coded as 3. Researchers have noted that respondents in the later wave of data collect most
resemble the non respondents (Armstrong & Overton, 1977). Therefore, respondents in
the last wave (wave 3) were considered the late respondents for the study. There were a
total of 96 (54.5%) early respondents and 27 (15.3%) late respondents. Early and late
respondents were compared to examine if statistical differences were present. Differences
in categorical data (gender, educational rank, and race/ethnicity) in the survey response
rounds were analyzed by a chi-square and differences in continuous data were compared
using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).
The conflict management styles were assessed with five summated variables and
workplace incivility was assessed with four subscales separately that were additive to
create one overall workplace incivility variable.
Table 3.14 shows the Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) comparison of early and
late respondents on the five conflict management styles.
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Table 3.14 Analysis of Variance Comparison of Early and Late Respondents on Conflict
Management Style Total Scores, Non-Averaged
Early (n = 96)
M

SD

Late (n = 27)
M

SD

Sum of

df

Mean

Squares
Integrating

31.18

2.92

31.15

86

19.89

2.88

19.19

.02

1

.02

Within`

977.40

121

8.08

Total

977.42

122

3.72

Dominating

14.30

3.38

14.00

10.33

1

10.33

Within

1145.81

121

9.47

Total

1156.15

122

2.91
Between

1.92

1

1.92

Within

1308.24

121

10.81

Total

1310.16

122

86

Effect Size
Cohen‘s d

<.01

Between

p

Square

2.25
Between

Obliging

F

.963

.011

1.10

.298

.211

.18

.674

.096

Table 3.14 Analysis of Variance Comparison of Early and Late Respondents on Conflict
Management Style Total Scores, Non-Averaged (Continued)
Early (n = 96)
M

SD

Late (n = 27)
M

SD

Sum of

df

Mean

Squares
Avoiding

16.26

3.87

15.67

14.57

2.26

14.30

7.43

1

7.43

Within

1802.50

121

14.90

Total

1809.92

122

2.11

.481

.33

87

1.61

1

1.61

Within

599.12

121

4.95

Total

600.73

122

87

Effect Size
Cohen‘s d

.50

Between

p

Square

3.82
Between

Compromising

F

.569

.154

.127

Early respondents (N = 96, 54.5%) and the late respondents (N = 27, 15.3%) were
not statistically significantly different on the five conflict management styles, integrating
(F = <.01, p = .963, Cohen's d = .011), obliging (F = 1.10, p = .298, Cohen's d = .211),
dominating (F = .18, p = .674, Cohen's d = .096), avoiding (F = .50, p = .481, Cohen's d
= .154), or compromising (F = .33, p = .569, Cohen's d = .127).
Table 3.15 shows the comparison of early and late respondents on the four
subscales of workplace incivility and the overall incivility variable total.
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Table 3.15 A Comparison of Early and Late Respondents on Workplace Incivility Scores, Non-Averaged
Early (n = 96
M

SD

Late (n = 27)
M

SD

Sum of

df

Mean

Squares
Privacy

4.51

1.11

4.26

Between

89

Exclusionary

10.83

2.90

10.11

Gossiping

1.33

1

1.33

Within`

125.18

121

1.04

Total

126.50

122

2.82

Behavior

Between

7.73

2.33

7.78

10.99

1

10.99

Within

1008.00

121

8.33

Total

1018.99

122

2.24
Between

.05

1

.05

Within

647.63

121

5.35

Total

647.68

122

89

p

Square

.60

Invasion

F

Effect Size
Cohen‘s d

1.29

.259

.283

1.32

.253

.252

<.01

.923

-.021

Table 3.15 A Comparison of Early and Late Respondents on Workplace Incivility Scores, Non-Averaged (Continued)
Early (n = 96
M

SD

Late (n = 27)
M

SD

Sum of

df

Mean

Squares
Hostility

6.87

2.82

6.44

Total

29.94

7.24

28.60

3.72

1

3.72

Within

921.91

121

7.62

Total

925.63

122

7.21

90

Between

38.12

1

38.12

Within

6332.14

121

52.33

Total

6370.26

122

90

p

Square

2.52
Between

F

Effect Size
Cohen‘s d

.49

.486

.157

.73

.395

.186

Early respondents (N = 96, 54.5%) and the late respondents (N = 27, 15.3%) were
not statistically significantly different on the incivility subscales of privacy invasion (F =
1.29, p = .259, Cohen‘s d = .283), exclusionary behavior (F = 1.32, p = .253, Cohen‘s d =
.252), gossiping (F = <.01 , p = .923, Cohen‘s d = -.021), hostility (F = .49, p = .486,
Cohen‘s d = .157). Additionally there was no difference between early and late
respondents on total incivility (F = .73, p = .395, Cohen‘s d = .186).
Table 3.16 shows a comparison of early and late respondents on the continuous
variables of age and work experience. Of the 176 respondents, N = 28, (15.9%) did not
provide age.
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Table 3.16 A Comparison of Early and Late Respondents on Age and Years of Work Experience in Current Position
Early
M

Late
SD

M

SD

Sum of

df

Mean

Squares
Age

55.16

8.60

53.82

92

Work Experience

7.15

6.42

6.61

5.78

1

5.78

Within`

4284.09

119

36.00

Total

4289.87

120

4.02
Between

31.32

1

31.32

Within

7296.32

102

71.53

Total

7327.64

103

92

p

Square

7.87
Between

F

Effect Size
Cohen‘s d

.16

.689

.163

.44

.510

.101

Early respondents (N = 96, 54.5%) and the late respondents (N = 27, 15.3%) were
not statistically significantly different on age (F = .16, p = .689, Cohen‘s d = .163) or
year of work experience in their current position (F = .44, p = .510, Cohen‘s d = .101).
Table 3.17 provides an overview of the categorical demographic characteristics of
gender, ethnicity, and education level of early and late respondents using (statistical
procedure—Chi Square). Due to the limited number of early respondents that were not
White (N = 15, 8.5%) and late respondents that were not White (N = 7, 4.0%),
ethnicity/race was examined as White or Non-White.
Educational level, due to the limited number of late respondents in each cell (high
school or equivalent, associate degree, bachelor degree, masters degree, educational
specialist, doctorate, and professional degree), was examined as doctorate and nondoctorate.
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Table 3.17 Chi Square Comparison of Early and Late Respondents by Categorical
Demographic Characteristics of Gender, Ethnicity/Race, and Educational Level
Early

Late
Effect Size

f

%

f

%

Gender
Male

47

74.60

16

25.40

Female

47

82.46

10

17.54

Ethnicity/Race
White

81

80.20

20

19.80

Non-White

15

68.18

7

31.81

Education Level
Doctorate

50

79.37

13

20.63

Non-Doctorate

46

76.67

14

23.33

X2

df

p

Phi

1.087

1

.297

.095

1.522

1

.217

-.111

.131

1

.718

-.033

Gender (X2 = 1.087, df = 1, p = .297, Φ = .095), ethnicity/race, examined as white
and non-white (X2 = 1.522, df = 1, p = .217, Φ = -.111), and educational level, examined
as doctorate or non-doctorate (X2 = .131, df = 1, p = .778, Φ = -.033) were not
statistically different for early or late respondents. Because of the similarities in early and
late respondents on the primary variables of study, conflict management styles and
incivility, and the demographics, gender, age, ethnicity, and educational level, early and
late respondents were combined with all of the respondents and examined together for the
study.
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Preliminary Data Analysis
Preliminary data analysis included addressing missing data, detecting outliers, and
insuring assumptions were met for appropriate data analysis. Missing data were
addressed with an appropriate technique and confirmatory factor analyses were
conducted for both instruments used in the study. Data were further examined using a
variety of techniques to insure assumptions were met for the selected statistical
procedures and multivariate data analysis. According to Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson,
and Tatham (2006), assumptions included: ―1. Linearity of the phenomenon measured, 2.
Constant variance of the error terms, 3. Independence of the error terms, 4. Normality of
the error term distribution‖ (p. 204).

Addressing Missing Data
The responses to the study were examined for missing data. No missing data were present
for responses on any items for either the conflict management styles or the workplace
incivility instruments. However, missing data were found in the demographic variables.
Of a possible 176 responses, ethnicity/race had no missing data (N = 176), work
experience had 3 missing responses (n = 173), education level had four missing responses
(n = 172), gender had four missing responses (n = 172), position title had three missing
responses (n = 173), and age had 28 missing responses (n = 148). Because such a low
number of values were missing for race (n = 0, 0%), work experience (n = 3, 1.7%),
education level (n = 4, 2.2%), gender (n = 4, 2.2%) and position title (n = 3, 1.7%),
missing data were ignored.
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Data were missing for 28 (16%) individuals on age. Due to the number of those
that did not respond to age, an ANOVA was calculated to examine if differences existed
between those that provided and did not provide age on conflict management styles and
incivility. The conflict management styles of avoiding (F = .01, df = 175, p = .911),
compromising (F = .06, df = 175, p = .802), dominating (F = .85, df = 175, p = .359),
integrating (F = .94, df = 175, p = .333), and obliging (F = 1.13, df = 175, p = .289) did
not differ based upon those that did and did not provide age. In addition, the examination
of overall incivility (F = .07, df = 175, p = .787) and the subscales including exclusionary
behavior (F = .48, df = 175, p = .491), hostility (F = 1.06, df = 175, p = .304), gossiping
(F = .36, df = 175, p = .550), and privacy invasion (F = 2.20, df = 175, p = .140) did not
differ based upon those that did and did not provide age. To address the size of the
sample for the regression model analysis, a group mean was substituted for those that did
not respond for age.
Outlier Detection. Statistical tests for determining outliers as suggested by Hair et
al. (2006) were conducted. According to Hair et al., ―Multivariate analysis requires that
the assumptions underlying the statistical techniques be tested twice: first, for the
separate variables, akin to the test for a univariate analysis; and second, for the
multivariate model variate‖ (p. 79). Univariate outliers were also examined. Next, Hair
recommended that it is important to determine if univariate outliers are removed.
Removal of outliers can lessen the probability of Type I/Type II errors and increase
accuracy of estimates (Osborne & Overbay, 2004). Outliers are defined as values that are
―…within 3 standard deviations of the mean‖ (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005, p. 28). Outliers
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can be dealt with in four ways; the case can be deleted, count extreme values as
"missing," but retain the case for other variables, transform the value (square, cube,
logarithm, inverse, etc.), or reduce the extremeness of the value by recoding the value to
be the highest value possible while staying within the three standard deviations
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989).
For the study, as data were checked for outliers, values that were above or below
three standard deviations were labeled an outlier. Outliers were given the value closest to
the highest value possible while staying within the three standard deviations. This was
done for the individual variables and variates. Of the 28 variables to assess conflict
management, int1 (Z = -6.42), ob2 (Z = -4.29), int4 (Z = -3.51), int5 (Z = -4.33), ob11 (Z
= 3.59), int12 (Z = -5.84), ob19 (Z = -3.57), int23 (Z = -4.08), int28 (Z = -4.79) were
transformed. Of the 17 variables to assess incivility, inhos4 (Z = 3.82), inexb5 (Z = 3.64),
inpi7 (Z = 3.15), ingo8 (Z = 3.48), inpin9 (Z = 6.56), inhos10 (Z = 3.24), ingo12 (Z =
3.02), inpi13 (Z = 5.32), inpi14 (Z = 3.82), inhos15 (Z = 3.17), inexb16 (Z = 3.72), and
inhos17 (Z = 3.39) were transformed. Of the demographic variables, only work
experience (Z = 4.82) had values outside of the 3 standard deviations. Only 1 to 3 values
were replaced in each of these instances.
The variates for the study were also examined. The variates for conflict
management styles were determined as avoiding, compromising, dominating, integrating,
and obliging and the variate for incivility was the overall summated scale. Of these
variates, obliging (Z = -3.71), avoiding (Z = 3.07), compromising (Z = -3.08) needed
examination for transformation. Transformations were made on these three variates
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similar to the individual variables. Again, 1 to 3 values were replaced in each of these
instances.
Univariate Distribution. Prior to examining assumptions of the multivariate
model variate, the separate variables were tested for normality, kurtosis, and skewness.
Osborne and Waters (2002) stated, ―Non-normally distributed variables (highly skewed
or kurtotic variables, or variables with substantial outliers) can distort relationships and
significance tests‖. Histograms were examined for all variables including the transformed
variables. Additionally, histograms were examined for variates and transformed variates.
Further, skewness was used to examine the symmetry and kurtosis was used to examine
the peakedness for the original and transformed variables and variates. KolmogorovSmirnov was also used to assess the normality of the variables (Mertler and Vannatta,
2005). Table 3.18 displays the results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test to assess
normality.
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Table 3.18 Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test to Assess Normality of Conflict Management
Styles and Overall Incivility
Kolmogorov-Smirov
Statistic

df

p

Integrating with transformed variables

.163*

176

.000

Obliging with transformed variables and variate transformed

.108*

176

.000

.072*

176

.026

.155*

176

.000

Dominating with transformed variables

.091*

176

.001

Incivility with transformed variables

.098*

176

.000

Avoiding with transformed variables and variate
transformed
Compromising with transformed variables and variate
transformed

Note. Lilliefors Significance Correction. *p<.05
As shown in Table 3.18 above, all instances were significant indicating normality.
Multivariate Assumptions. Hair et al. (2006) advocated that it is essential to assess
the assumptions for multiple regression. The four major assumptions include linearity of
the phenomenon measured, constant variance of the error terms, independence of the
error terms, and normality of the error term distribution (Hair et al, 2006). The
researchers noted the importance to assess the assumptions ―not only for each dependent
and independent variable, but for the variate as well‖ (p.208). According to Hair et al.
(2005), ―Perhaps the most frequently encountered assumption violation is non-normality
of the independent or dependent variables or both‖ (p. 208). Statistical and graphical
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analyses were used to assess for the assumptions and transformations were completed
where needed.

Linearity of the Phenomenon Measured
According to Hair et al. (2006), data transformations‖ improve or modify the relationship
between dependent and independent variables‖ and/or ―enable the use of nonmetric
variables in the regression variate‖ (p. 198). The matrix scatterplot allows the
examination of the dependent variable with the independent variable. Mertler and
Vannatta (2005) concluded that, ―If residuals are clustered at the top, bottom, left, or right
area in plotreevaluate univariate normality and consider transformations‖ (p. 195). The
plots that resemble the null plot, represent ―the plot of residuals when all assumptions are
met‖ (Hair et al., 2006, p. 205). For the study Figure 3.2 shows the scatterplot matrix for
conflict management styles and workplace incivility.
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Figure 3.2 Scatterplot Matrix for Conflict Management Styles and Incivility
The scatterplot in Figure 3.2 indicates that the assumption was met.
Figure 3.3 provides a display of the scatterplot for the demographic variables and
workplace incivility.
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Figure 3.3 Scatterplot Matrix for Demographics and Incivility

The scatterplot matrix in Figure 3.3 indicates the assumptions were met. The
linearity of the relationship between dependent and independent variables represents the
degree to which the change in the dependent variable is associated with the independent
variable. The concept of correlation is based on a linear relationship, thus making it a
critical issue in regression analysis‖ (Hair et al., 2006, p. 205). The linearity of the
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phenomenon in this study was assessed by the matrix scatterplot of the dependent
variables with the independent variables.

Constant Variance of the Error Terms
―Unequal variance (heteroscedasticity) is one of the most common assumption
violations‖ (Hair et al., 2005, p. 207). Figure 3.4, demonstrates the plots that were
conducted to examine if the data meets the assumption for constant variance. The
―Diagnosis is made with residual plots…plotting the residuals (studentized) against the
predicted dependent values and comparing them to the null plot…shows a consistent
pattern if the variance is not constant‖ (p. 207).

Figure 3.4 Scatterplot for Studentized Residual and Standardized Predicted Value for
Incivility and the Dependent Variable
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For the study, as shown in Figure 3.2, plots were examined. All plots resembled
the null with no diamonds or triangle samples present.

Independence of the Error Terms
The independence of error terms is an important assumption for regression analysis. It is
important in a regression analysis that ―…the predicted value is not related to any other
predication; that is, they are not sequenced by any variable‖ (p. 205). According to
Garson (2009), ―Independence is tested by the Durbin-Watson coefficient, which uses
studentized residuals. The Durbin-Watson statistic should be between 1.5 and 2.5 for
independent observations‖. Hair et al. (2005) suggested it is important ―that the predicted
value is not related to any other prediction‘ that is they are not related to any other
prediction…plotting the residuals against any possible sequencing variable‖ (p. 207).
For the study, plots were examined and Figure 3.5 demonstrates the partial
regression plots that were conducted. All independent and dependent variables were
examined with plots.
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Figure 3.5 Partial Regression Plot for Incivility and Obliging with Incivility as the
Dependent Variable
For the study, all plots resembled the null plot. The Durbin-Watson test for
independence (2.243) fell between the acceptable levels of 1.5 and 2.5.
Normality of the Error Terms Distribution. Normality was examined for the study
by kurtosis and skewness. According to Hair et al. (2006), ―kurtosis refers to the height of
the distribution, and skewness is used to describe the balance of the distribution.‖ (p. 80).
―Distributions that are taller or more peaked than the normal distribution are termed
leptokurtic, while a distribution that is flatter is termed platykurtic‖ (Hair et al. , 2006, p.
80). ―Skewness values falling outside the range of 1 to -1 indicate a substantially skewed
distribution‖ (Hair et al., 2006, p. 40). For the present study, all variates‘ skewness scores
fell between .208 and -.419 which were not outside the range suggested. Only one
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variate, integrating (-1.27) had a kurtosis score above 1, and all of the others ranged from
.718 to -.455 which indicates appropriate height.
Four assumptions were tested: linearity, constant variance, independence, and
normality. Within the tests for linearity, plots resembled the null plot indicating all
assumptions were met. Scatterplot matrixes indicated that the assumptions for constant
variance were met. The Durbin-Watson test for independence fell within the acceptable
range. Normality was examined and all variates‘ kurtosis and skewness scores fell within
the appropriate range.

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Conflict Management Styles
In addition to examining the data to insure assumptions were met, a factor analysis was
conducted to examine the construct validity of the conflict management styles inventory
and the workplace incivility instrument. Osborne, Costello, and Kellow (2008) explain
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) as an art and a science because there are analytic steps
that involve the researchers‘ judgments. Factor analysis is usually conducted on metric
variables to ―analyze patterns of complex, multidimensional relationships‖ (Hair, et al.,
2001, p. 101). Data were analyzed and meet the assumptions of normality; therefore the
study used common factor analysis. Specifically, R factor analysis was used to examine
relationships among variables to identify factors or latent dimensions.
There are two types of R factor analysis, common and component. With common
factor analysis, the primary objective is ―…to identify the latent dimensions‖ (p. 118).
Principal component analysis (PCA) ―is computed without regard to any underlying
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structure caused by latent variables; components are calculated using all of the variance
of the manifest variables, and all of the variance appears in the solutions‖ (Osborne,
Costello, & Kellow, 2008, p. 88). Moreover ―principal component analysis does not
discriminate between shared and unique variance‖ (p. 88).
The following data analysis procedure for factor analysis as suggested by Hair et
al., (2006) was used for the study. The procedures included meeting the conceptual and
statistical assumptions, identifying the criteria for extracting factors, and determining the
appropriate rotation. According to Hair et al., (2006) ―a strong conceptual foundation
needs to support the assumption that a structure does exist before the factor analysis is
performed‖ (p. 115). The conflict management styles instrument is based on the
theoretical framework of Blake and Mouton‘s (1964) Managerial Grid.
Bartlett‘s test of sphericity, which according to Mertler and Vannatta (2005), tests
that variables ―…in the population correlation matrix are uncorrelated‖. If one fails to
reject this hypothesis, there is no reason to do a principal components analysis‖ (p. 259).
Significance for the Bartlett‘s test of sphericity was set at .05 or less. According to Hair et
al. (2006), if a Bartlett‘s test of sphericity is statistically significant (sig. > .05),
―…sufficient correlations exist among the variables‖ (p. 115), and it is appropriate to
proceed with factor analysis. For the study, Bartlett‘s test of sphericity (X2 = 1451.226, df
= 351, p = <.001) indicates there is correlation among the variables and it is appropriate
to proceed.
The Measure of Sampling Adequacy (MSA) is between 0 and 1 but should exceed
.50 for each individual variable and the overall test. In SPSS, MSA is assessed by the
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Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO). Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (MSA)
is a ―measure to quantify the degree of intercorrelations among the conflict management
style variables and the appropriateness for factor analysis‖ (Hair et al., 2006, p. 114).
The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin MSA (MSA = .747) exceeds .50 which Hair et al. (2006)
indicate as acceptable for factor analysis. For the factor analysis, principal component
analysis was used. The OBLIMIN rotation was selected because of the related nature of
the constructs (Hair et al., 2006).
Data must meet assumptions for factor analysis. First, it is critical that the data
meets the conceptual assumption that ―some underlying structure does exist‖ (p.113). The
statistical assumptions include the Bartlett‘s test of sphericity and measure of sampling
adequacy. After the assumptions were met, it is critical to identify the criteria for
extracting factors. A common technique to identify the number of factors is the latent
root criteria. According to Hair et al. (2006) eigenvalues greater than 1 are considered
significant, but Osborne, Costello, and Kellow (2008) stated that using this method often
over estimates the number of factors. With that in mind, three other methods were used to
explore the data. First, the scree plot was examined to show a graphical representation of
the number of factors. The number of factors that existed before the elbow of the curve
was extracted. An oblique rotation is ―best suited to the goal of obtaining several
theoretically meaningful factors or constructs because, realistically few constructs in the
real world are uncorrelated‖ (Hair et al., p.127). The OBLIM rotation is an oblique
rotation available in SPSS. The OBLIM rotation was used for the factor analysis.
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For the study, factors were labeled, and Cronbach‘s alpha was conducted. To
examine the factor loadings, the following criteria were used: ±.3 to ± .4 are minimally
acceptable while loadings greater than .5 are typically considered practically significant
while loadings over .7 and greater show a well defined structure (Hair et al., 2006).
Cronbach‘s alpha score should exceed .70. Additionally, Cronbach‘s alpha was reported
for all summated scales. All summated scales were calculated and recoded for any
reversed scored items.
According to Osborne, Costello, and Kellow (2008) ―the scree test is also
generally considered superior to the Kaiser criterion‖ to determine the number of factors
for retention in a factor analysis. According to Osborne, Costello, and Kellow (2008),
when examining the scree plot, one must be ―looking for the natural bend or ‗elbow‘ in
the data where the slope of the curve changes‖ (p. 89). If there is not an obvious ‗elbow‘
or break, it is appropriate to manually set the factors above and below the estimated
number of factors. Osborne, Costello, and Kellow (2008) stated, ―the one with the factor
structure that is conceptually and empirically the most sensible – item loadings above
.30‖ (p. 89) should be used. The scree test was used to determine the number of factors in
the conflict management instrument. Figure 3.6 shows the scree plot for the conflict
management styles instrument.
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Figure 3.6 Scree Plot For Conflict Management Style Constructs
There were five data points above the nature break which supported that the
instrument has five factors. A five factor model was examined first for conceptual and
empirical sense. The factors of integrating, avoiding, dominating, obliging, and
compromising emerged. The factor loadings for integrating ranged between .759 and
.599, the factor loadings for avoiding ranged from .743 to .462, the factor loadings for
dominating ranged from .720 to .591, the factor loadings for obliging ranged between
.673 to .516, and the factor loadings for compromising ranged from .733 to .570. All of
these loadings were above .30 as suggested by Osborne et al (2008). These factors give
empirical support to the theoretical base for the instrument. Reliability for each of the
summate scores was calculated. The five factor solution for the conflict management
styles, show in Table 3.19, provides support for the five factor solution as proposed in the
literature.
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Table 3.19 Exploratory Factor Analysis of Conflict Management Style
Items

Factor
1

Factor
2

Factor
3

Obliging

Factor
5

Reliability
Α
.72

ob24

.725

ob10

.644

ob2

.617

ob13

.616

ob19

.551

ob11

Factor
4

.542

Integrating

.82

int23

-.774

int22

-.715

int5

-.692

int28

-.678

int12

-.656

int1

-.625

int4

-.593
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Table 3.19 Exploratory Factor Analysis of Conflict Management Style (Continued)
Items

Factor
1

Factor
2

Factor
3

Factor
4

Factor
5

Dominating

Reliability
Α
.74

dom18

.734

dom25

.725

dom9

.694

dom8

.669

dom21

.589

Avoiding

.70

av16

.744

av26

.737

av17

.599

av3

.591

av6

.583

av27

.468

Compromising

.70

com14

.765

com20

.741

com7

.662

com15

.620
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Cronbach’s Alpha for Conflict Management Styles
Cronbach‘s alpha uses internal consistency to estimate reliability. According to Hair et al.
(2006) ―The generally agreed upon lower limit for Cronbach‘s alpha is .70‖ (p. 137).
Table 3.19 shows the estimates of reliability, using Cronbach‘s alpha scores, for the five
conflict management styles. The estimates for the conflict management styles ranged
from .70 (avoiding and compromising) to .82 (integrating). All of the conflict
management scales, as shown in table 3.19, demonstrated the scales are above the
minimum .70 for reliability.

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Workplace Incivility Instruments
The incivility constructs have a solid conceptual and theoretical framework which is one
of the assumptions Hair et al. (2006) stated is needed for factor analysis. A statistically
significant Bartlett‘s test of sphericity (X2 = 1353.809, df = 136, p <.001) provided
evidence of correlations among variables in the incivility instrument which according to
Hair et al (2006) is needed to conduct the factor analysis. The MSA of .814 is another
indicator of intercorrelations among the variables and is above the .50. For the factor
analysis, principal component analysis was used. The OBLIM rotation was selected
because of the related nature of the constructs.
Figure 3.7 shows the scree plot for the workplace incivility instrument. The scree
test was used to determine the number of factors to retain for the incivility constructs
(Osborne, Costello, and Kellow, 2008).
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Figure 3.7 Scree Plot For Perceived Workplace Incivility Constructs

The elbow of the scree plot was examined and four data points appeared to be
above the elbow. A four factor model was examined first for conceptual and empirical
sense. The factor loadings for hostility ranged between .875 and .679, the factor loadings
for privacy invasion ranged from .895 to .459, the factor loadings for exclusionary
behavior ranged from .820 to .427, and the factor loadings for gossiping ranged from .804
to .459. All of these loadings were above .30 as suggested by Osborne et al. (2008).
These factors gave empirical support to the theoretical base for the instrument. The four
factor solution for workplace incivility, shown in Table 3.20, provided support for the
factors of hostility, privacy invasion, exclusionary behavior, and gossiping.
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Table 3.20 Exploratory Factor Analysis of Workplace Incivility
Items

Factor
1

Factor
2

Factor 3

Factor 4

Hostility

Reliability
Α
.84

Item 10

.875

Item 15

.826

Item 4

.752

Item 17

.679

Privacy Invasion

.66

Item 9

.895

Item 7

.772

Item 13

.721

Item 14

.459

Exclusionary Behavior

.81

Item 5

.820

Item 3

.794

Item 1

.713

Item 16

.672

Item 11

.427

Gossiping

.80

Item 6

.804

Item 2

.744

Item 12

.603

Item 8

.599

Overall

.88
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Cronbach’s Alpha for Workplace Incivility
Reliability for each of the summated scores was calculated using Cronbach‘s alpha. As
stated previously in the reliability analysis for conflict management styles, Cronbach‘s
alpha is an estimate that uses internal consistency to estimate reliability. According to
Hair et al. (2006), ―The generally agreed upon lower limit for Cronbach‘s alpha is .70‖
(p. 137). Table 3.20 shows estimates of reliability, using Cronbach‘s alpha scores, for the
four subscales of incivility and the overall incivility scale. The estimates ranged from .66
to .88. Reliability is reported as hostility (α = .84), privacy invasion (α = .66),
exclusionary behavior (α = .81), gossiping (α = .80), and overall incivility (α = .88).
Table 3.18 shows that all of the workplace incivility scales, other than privacy invasion
(.66) demonstrate the scales are above the minimum for reliability. Multivariate data
analysis for this research project only uses overall incivility (.88) which is above the .70.

Statistical Data Analysis
Statistical procedures using SPSS were used to analyze the data. Means and standard
deviations were used to describe the demographic variables of the participants, i.e.
interval (age, how long in the role) data. Frequency and percents were used to describe
ordinal (education level) and nominal (gender, title) data. Table 3.21 provides a summary
of the statistical analysis used for the six research questions in the study.
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Table 3.21 Data Analysis Procedures
Research Question
1

Statistical Analysis
Descriptive
(Means, SD, Frequencies, Percents)

2

Descriptive
(Means, SD, Frequencies, Percents)

3

Correlations

4

Correlations

5

Correlations

6

Regression

Research Question 1
What do community college senior administrators from the nine mega-states perceive as
their conflict management styles (CMS) as measured by the Rahim Organizational
Conflict Inventory- II (ROCI-II)?
Conflict management styles were reported with means and standard deviations for each
of the five different styles and demographic variables. Since, the conflict management
variates had a different number of items, averages were calculated. The conflict
management scores were created by first summating the values from the total number of
items in each scale and then dividing that sum by the number of items in the scale based
on the factor analysis and previous empirical research. Means and standard deviations
were used to report the average scores for the five conflict management styles.
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Research Question 2
How do community college senior-level administrators perceive workplace incivility, as
measured by the Uncivil Workplace Behaviors Questionnaire (UWBQ)?
Means and standard deviations were used to report workplace incivility and demographic
variables. Due to the incivility variates having a different number of items, averages were
calculated. The incivility scores were created by first summating the values from the total
number of items in each scale and then dividing that sum by the number of items in the
scale based on the factor analysis and previous empirical research. Means and standard
deviations were used to report the average scores for the four sub-scales of incivility
(hostility, privacy invasion, gossiping, and exclusionary behavior). The overall incivility
score was created by summating the four incivility sub-scales (hostility, privacy invasion,
gossiping, and exclusionary behavior).

Research Question 3
Are there relationships between conflict management styles and demographic variables
of senior-level community college administrators?
Overall correlations, using Pearson‘s Product Moment, Point-Biserial, and Kendall‘s Tau
were used to examine the relationships between conflict management styles and the
demographic variables. For research question three, conflict management styles, years of
work experience in current job, and age are interval variables. These variables were
examined with Pearson‘s Product Moment. Gender is a nominal dichotomous variable
and the relationships with conflict management styles were examined with Point-Biserial
correlations. While ethnicity and education level were nominal variables with a variety of
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categories. Due to the limited number of respondents that selected non-white and nondoctorate categories, ethnicity and education level were re-coded into dichotomous
variables. Therefore, Point-Biserial correlations were also used to examine their
relationships with conflict management styles. Educational level was examined by
combining the two lower categories and using Kendall‘s Tau, which is appropriate for
interval and ordinal data.

Research Question 4
Are there relationships between workplace incivility and demographic variables of
senior-level community college administrators?
Correlations, using Pearson‘s Product Moment, Point-Biserial, and Kendall‘s Tau were
used to examine the relationships between workplace incivility and demographic
variables. For research question four, perceived workplace incivility, years of work
experience in current job, and age were interval variables. The correlations were
determined using Pearson‘s Product Moment. The relationships between gender, a
nominal dichotomous variable, and workplace incivility were examined with PointBiserial correlations. Ethnicity and education level were analyzed as dichotomous
variables (White/non-White, doctorate/non-doctorate), Point-Biserial correlations were
also used to examine their relationships with workplace incivility. Educational level was
also examined by combining the two lower categories and using Kendall‘s Tau, which is
appropriate for examining relationships between interval and ordinal data.
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Research Question 5
Are there relationships workplace incivility and conflict management styles of seniorlevel community college administrators?
Correlations using Pearson‘s Product Moment were determined to examine the
relationship between conflict management styles and workplace incivility. For research
question five, conflict management styles and perceived workplace incivility were coded
as interval variables.

Research Question 6
Do conflict management styles and demographic variables explain a significant amount
of variance of workplace incivility?
A step-wise multiple regression was used to explain workplace incivility. The step-wise
regression was set to use .05 as the probability of F for entry and .1 as the probability of F
for removal. Conflict management styles and demographic variables served as the
independent variables while workplace incivility served as the dependent variable. To
further examine the relationship, a hierarchical regression analysis was used. All items
were placed into the model based on conflict management styles, personal demographics,
and workplace demographics. Items were removed based upon the amount of power they
have in explaining perceived workplace incivility.

Summary of Methodology
The research design and methodology were selected to quantify the perceptions of
community college senior-level administrators randomly and proportionally selected
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from the nine mega-states regarding their conflict management styles and perceived
workplace incivility. In order to address these perceptions on workplace incivility and
conflict management styles, the following steps were followed in completing the study:
1. Scales were selected from an analysis of a thorough literature review and based
on the purpose of the study.
2. The survey was developed using the scales from two instruments (ROCI-II and
the UWBQ) and included work-related and personal demographic questions.
3. A Clemson University IRB application was completed, submitted to the IRB
committee, and IRB approval was given to complete the study.
4. The online survey was constructed. The instruments were placed into basic text
format, and then coded into a web-based environment using Survey Monkey.
5. Online survey questionnaires were sent to expert reviewers for feedback on
usability and face validity.
6. The population for the study included all community college senior level
administrators from the nine mega states. A proportional sample was calculated
for each of the nine states.
7. Using the proportional number for each of the nine mega-states, a specific number
of community colleges were randomly selected and drawn for each state. This
technique was conducted by using SPPS to generate a random selection of
community colleges for each state.
8. Name, work title, and email addresses were gathered for all community college
senior level administrators. This information was collected on the Internet and by
calling each community college when information was not present.
9. The collected contact information was organized into an excel file with one
worksheet for each of the nine states.
10. A pre-notification letter, approved by IRB committee, was sent to all selected
participants (N = 669); no participants requested to be taken out of the study at
this point.
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11. Five business days after the pre-notification letter was sent to all sample
participants, an email letter containing the link to the web survey was sent. The
pre-notification letter was individualized for each participant, including the
individual‘s name and personalized link.
12. The first round collected n = 96 (14.3% of total sampled and 54% of returned
surveys) completed surveys.
13. Five business days after the first survey email was sent, an email was sent to all
sample participants thanking those who participated and encouraging those who
had not completed the survey to do so. The second email was individualized for
all participants including their names and a personalized link.
14. The second round collected n = 53 (7.9% of total sampled and 30.1% of returned
surveys) completed surveys.
15. Five business days after the second survey email, respondents and nonrespondents were separated and non-respondents received an email containing the
survey link with a letter encouraging the importance of their participation. The
final email was individualized for each participant including their names and
personalized links.
16. The third round collected n = 27 (4.0% of total sampled and 13.7% of returned
surveys) completed surveys.
17. Total responses were n = 176 giving a 26.3 % response rate.
18. Responses were divided by early and late respondents to calculate for non
response bias.
19. Non response bias analysis was completed and all identifying information was
deleted.
20. Preliminary data analysis was conducted.
21. Data were analyzed using SPSS 16.0, with appropriate statistical analyses for
each of the research questions.
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CHAPTER FOUR
ANALYSIS OF DATA
The chapter provides the analysis of data and findings from collected data concerning
perceptions of community college senior-level administrators from the nine mega-states
regarding conflict management styles and workplace incivility. The chapter is divided
into seven sections; one section for each of the six research questions, and a final section
for an overall data analysis summary.

Research Questions
The analysis of data and findings from the study were organized based on the following
research questions that guided the study.


Research Question 1 – What do community college senior-level administrators
perceive as their conflict management styles (CMS) as measured by the Rahim
Organizational Conflict Inventory- II (ROCI-II)?



Research Question 2 – How do community college senior-level administrators
perceive workplace incivility, as measured by the Uncivil Workplace Behaviors
Questionnaire (UWBQ)?



Research Question 3 – Are there relationships between conflict management
styles and demographic variables of senior-level community college
administrators?



Research Question 4 – Are there relationships between workplace incivility and
demographic variables of senior-level community college administrators?
Research Question 5 – Are there relationships between conflict management
styles and perceived workplace incivility of senior-level community college
administrators?





Research Question 6 – Do conflict management styles and demographic variables
explain a significant amount of variance of workplace incivility?
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Data were collected using items requesting demographic variables, the Rahim
Organizational Conflict Inventory-II, and the Uncivil Workplace Behavior Questionnaire
(UWBQ) as detailed in the previous chapter. Demographic questions included gender,
ethnicity, age, educational level, position title, and number of years in current position.
The Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory-II (ROCI-II) included 28 items that
measured five conflict management styles: avoiding, integrating, compromising,
collaborating, and directing. A 5 point Likert scale ranged from 1 to 5 to assess a conflict
management style, with 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (neutral), 4 (agree), and 5
(strongly agree). The Uncivil Workplace Behavior Questionnaire included 17 items that
measured four constructs of Workplace Incivility‖ gossiping, exclusionary behavior,
hostility, and privacy invasion. The incivility instrument implemented a 5 point Likert
scale that ranged from 1 (never), 2 (rarely), 3 (occasionally), 4 (often), and 5 (very often).
Using a random proportional cluser sampling technique, emails with a link to the
survey were sent to 669 community college senior-level administrators. The inquiry
yielded 176 responses, which gave a 26.3% response rate. None of the 669 participants
asked to be removed from the study.

Demographics
Demographic characteristics of the participants are presented in terms of personal and
work related categories. The personal demographics for the study include gender, age,
and ethnicity/race. The variables that describe the participants work related demographics
include position title, work experience in number of years, and education level. Gender,
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ethnicity/race, education level, and position title are reported with frequencies and
percents, while work experience and age are reported with means and standard
deviations.
Table 4.1 shows the frequencies and percents for gender, ethnicity/race, and
education level of the participants.
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Table 4.1 Frequencies and Percents of Respondents‘ Gender, Ethnicity/Race, and
Education Level
Respondents
f

%

Male

91

51.7

Female

81

46.0

Did not respond

4

2.3

White

140

79.5

Black

17

9.7

Hispanic\Latino

13

7.4

Asian

1

.6

Other

5

2.8

Doctorate

82

46.6

Professional Degree

4

2.3

Educational Specialist

3

1.7

Masters Degree

75

42.6

Bachelors Degree

7

4.0

Associate Degree

1

.6

High School Diploma

0

0

Did not respond

4

2.3

Gender

Ethnicity/Race

Education Level

Note. All demographic questions were not completed by each respondent.
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Of the total respondents (f = 176), 51.7% (f = 91) were male and 46.0% (f = 81)
were female. Only 4 (2.3%) of the respondents did not report gender. All 176
respondents reported their ethnicity/race. Of the respondents, the majority were White (f
= 140, 79.5%). Only 21.5% (f = 36) of the respondents self-reported categories other
than White. Of those 36, 17 (48.6%) were Black, 13 (37.1%) were Hispanic/Latino, and 1
(.03%) was Asian. Of the total 176 respondents, 5 (2.8%) reported an ethnicity of ‗other‘.
Respondents‘ education level varied from associate degree to doctorate. The
majority (f = 157, 89.2%) reported having a doctorate or master‘s level education. The
highest number of respondents reported holding doctorate degrees, 46.6% (f = 81);
followed by master‘s degrees, 42.6% (f = 75); bachelor‘s degree, 4% (f = 7); professional
degrees, 2.3% (f = 4); and educational specialist degrees, 1.7% (f = 3). Only one (.6%)
person reported having an associate‘s degree and 4 (2.3%) did not respond to the
educational level question. None of the respondents reported holding a high school
diploma as the highest education level.
Table 4.2 depicts the frequencies and percents of respondents reported position
titles. Respondents varied among titles within the community college senior-level
administration. Due to the variety of titles used in community colleges, all participants at
the senior executive level were combined by their duties, even if their titles were slightly
worded differently. For example, some institutions had deans that reported directly to the
president, when the institution did not have vice-presidents. Another example of
participants who had similar roles and differing titles was a vice-president of campus
advancement and a vice-president of institutional advancement.
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Table 4.2 Frequencies and Percents of Respondents‘ Position Title
Respondents
f

%

President\Provost

31

17.92

Executive\Senior Vice-President

24

13.87

Vice-President of Academic Affairs

29

16.76

Vice-President of Student Affairs

27

15.61

Vice-President of Chief Financial Officer

15

8.67

Vice-President of Technology\CIO

11

6.36

Vice-President of Institutional Advancement

8

4.62

Vice-President of Workforce\Economic Development

7

4.05

Vice-President of Human Resources

5

2.89

Vice-President of Institutional Research

3

1.73

Director\Dean

13

7.51

Position

Note: With the variety of titles in the community college systems, similar titles were
collapsed and placed into the appropriate areas. In some instances, individuals reported
the title of dean when institutions did not have vice-president positions. Three individuals
did not respond to the question regarding title.
The largest group that responded were the community college presidents (f = 31,
17.02%), followed by vice-presidents of academic affairs (f = 29, 16.76%), vicepresidents of student affairs (f = 27, 15.61%), and executive\senior vice-presidents (f =
24, 13.87%). The lowest number of senior-level leaders that responded were vice-
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presidents of institutional research (f = 3, 1.73%), and vice-presidents of human
resources (f = 5, 2.89%). There were 13 (7.51%) individuals that identified themselves as
deans or directors without indentifying a specific role.
Table 4.3 shows the minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation of
respondents‘ age and work experience.
Table 4.3 Minimum, Maximum, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Respondents‘ Age and
Work Experience
Respondents
MIN

MAX

M

SD

34.09

74.83

54.90

8.16

1

34

6.74

5.66

Participants Demographics
Age
Work Experience

The average age of the respondents was 54.90 (SD = 8.16) years old. The range of ages
was from 34.09 to 74.83. The respondents‘ work experience in their current positions
ranged from 1 to 34 years with the average being 6.74 (SD = 5.66) years.

Summary of Demographic Variables
Overall, the majority of the participants in the study were White, male, and held a
doctorate degree. The average age of the respondents was 54.9 years with an average of
6.74 years in their current positions.
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Research Question 1: Description of Conflict Management Styles
The following section presents the findings and analysis of the data for the first research
question. Data are presented with both raw and averaged scores.
Research Question 1. What do community college senior-level administrators
perceive as their conflict management styles (CMS) as measured by the Rahim
Organizational Conflict Inventory- II (ROCI-II)?
For each of the 28 items, respondents rated them from 1 to 5 (1 = strongly
disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree). Items were
summated for the appropriate construct. Of the five conflict management styles,
integrating had 7 items, obliging and avoiding had 6 items, dominating had 5 items, and
compromising had 4 items.
Table 4.4 displays the non-averaged scores for the conflict management styles.

130

Table 4.4 Number of Items, Minimum, Maximum, Mean, and Standard Deviation for
Conflict Management Styles of Community College Senior-Level Administrators,
Non-Averaged
Styles

Number of
Items

Min

Max

M

SD

Integrating

7

25.00

35.00

31.26

2.52

Compromising

4

6.00

20.00

14.47

2.42

Obliging

6

6.00

28.00

19.70

3.02

Dominating

5

7.00

22.00

14.14

3.37

Avoiding

6

6.00

28.00

16.18

3.85

Note. Each construct had a different number of items in the scales (integrating = 7 items,
compromising = 4 items, obliging = 6 items, dominating = 5 items, avoiding = 6 items).
Scales responses were: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, and 5
= strongly agree.
The integrating summated scale had the largest minimum score (25.00).
Compromising with 4 items (Maximum = 20.00) and integrating with 7 items (Maximum
= 35.00) had individuals answering 5 to all of the items in each of those scales. All
constructs other than integrating, had considerably lower minimum scores ranging from 6
to 7 which means that no one reported integrating as low as the other four styles. The
integrating construct had the highest summated score (M = 31.26, SD = 2.52). The
majority of the senior-level community college administrators reported using the
integrating conflict management styles, meaning the administrators often tried to find
solutions that were a win for both parties involved. The frequency and percents of the
participants‘ responses to the conflict management style scale for each item are found in
Appendix J.
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To compare the constructs for each summated conflict management scale, the
total number of items were added and then divided by the total number of items. Table
4.5 provides the average scores for each conflict management style construct. Again,
these scores were interpreted by 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 =
agree, and 5 = strongly agree with the perceived style questions.

Table 4.5 Minimum, Maximum, Mean, and Standard Deviation for Averaged Conflict
Management Styles of Community College Senior-Level Administrators
Styles

Min

Max

M

SD

Integrating

3.57

5.00

4.47

.40

Compromising

1.75

5.00

3.62

.61

Obliging

1.00

4.67

3.28

.50

Dominating

1.20

4.40

2.83

.67

Avoiding

1.00

4.67

2.70

.64

Note. Average scores are raw scores divided by the number of items in each scale. Each
construct had a different number of items in the scale (integrating = 6 items,
compromising = 4 items, obliging = 6 items, dominating = 5 items, avoiding = 6 items).
Scales responses were: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, and 5
= strongly agree.
Integrating (M = 4.47, SD = .40) was the highest self-perceived conflict
management style among the participants. Typically, these participants seek to have a
win-win situation for both parties involved when managing conflict. The integrating style
also had the smallest standard deviation (SD = .40). The scores on the other conflict
management styles ranged from 3.62 (SD = .61) for compromising to 2.70 (SD = .64) for
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avoiding. On average, the respondents strongly agreed with the integrating (M = 4.47, SD
= .40) statements, agreed with the compromising (M = 3.62, SD = .61) and obliging (M
= 3.28, SD = .50) statements, and reported on average a neutral reaction to dominating
(M = 2.83, SD = .67) and avoiding (M = 2.70, SD = .64) statements.

Research Question 2: Description of Workplace Incivility
The following section presents the data analysis and findings for the second research
question. Data are presented with both raw and averaged scores.
Research Question 2. How do community college senior-level administrators
from the nine mega-states perceive workplace incivility, as measured by the Uncivil
Workplace Behaviors Questionnaire (UWBQ)?
The purpose of the second research question was to determine how community
college senior-level administrators in the nine mega-states perceived workplace incivility,
as measured by the Uncivil Workplace Behaviors Questionnaire (UWBQ). The
frequencies and percents of the participants‘ scores of the incivility scale are presented in
Appendix K.
Table 4.6 provides the summated scores of each incivility construct and overall
incivility. For each of the 17 items, respondents rated them from 1 to 5 (1 = strongly
disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree). Items were
summated for the appropriate construct. Each construct did not have the same number of
items. Of the four constructs, privacy invasion, exclusionary behavior, gossiping, and

133

hostility, exclusionary behavior had five items. Privacy invasion, gossiping, and
hospitality each had four items.

Table 4.6 Number of Items, Minimum, Maximum, Mean, and Standard Deviation for
Community College Senior-Level Administrators Perceived Workplace Incivility,
Non-Averaged
Incivility

Number

Min

Max

M

SD

of Items
Privacy Invasion

4

4.00

10.00

4.44

.94

Exclusionary Behavior

5

5.00

20.00

10.88

2.88

Gossiping

4

4.00

15.00

7.73

2.28

Hostility

4

4.00

17.00

6.63

2.50

Overall Incivility

17

17.00

53.00

29.67

6.68

Note. Each construct had a different number of items in the scales (privacy invasion = 4
items, exclusionary behavior = 5 items, gossiping = 4 items, hostility = 4 items, overall
incivility = 17 items). Scales responses were: 1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = occasionally, 4 =
often, and 5 = very often.
Privacy invasion (M = 4.44, SD = .94) had the lowest standard deviation. The
overall incivility score before being averaged for the number of items in each scale
ranged from 17 to 53. The incivility score was interpreted by 1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 =
occasionally, 4 = often, and 5 = very often indicating the occurrences of experiencing the
uncivil behaviors. For the overall instrument without equal weighting, the incivility score
was interpreted by 17 = never, >17-34 = rarely, 35-51 = occasionally, 52-68 = often, and
69-85 = very often in response to the questions regarding experiences of uncivil
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behaviors. The overall summated incivility score, the dependent variable for the study,
was 29.67 (SD = 6.68). This fell within the rarely occurring range indicating that the
participants reported rarely experiencing workplace incivility.
To compare the constructs for each summated incivility scale, the total number of
items were added and then divided by the total number of items. To provide a total
incivility score that was equally weighted for each concept, the averages of the constructs
were summated. Table 4.7 provides the average scores for each construct.

Table 4.7 Minimum, Maximum, Mean, and Standard Deviation for Averaged
Community College Senior-Level Administrators Perceived Workplace Incivility
Styles

Number of Items

Min

Max

M

SD

Exclusionary Behavior

5

1.00

4.00

2.18

.58

Gossiping

4

1.00

3.75

1.93

.57

Hostility

4

1.00

4.25

1.66

.62

Privacy Invasion

4

1.00

2.50

1.11

.24

Overall Incivility

17

1.00

3.06

1.72

.39

Note. Average scores are raw scores divided number of items in each scale. Each
construct had a different number of items in the scales (privacy invasion = 4 items,
exclusionary behavior = 5 items, gossiping = 4 items, hostility = 4 items, overall
incivility = 17 items). Scales responses were: 1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = occasionally, 4 =
often, and 5 = very often.
These scores were interpreted by 1 = never, > 1 - 2 = rarely, > 2 - 3 =
occasionally, > 3 - 4 = often, and > 4 - 5 = very often in response to experiencing uncivil
behaviors. Exclusionary behavior (M = 2.18, SD = .58) was the highest perceived type of
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workplace incivility experienced by the participants. This indicated that the participants
experienced being excluded by others in the workplace more often than the other types of
incivility. The scores on the other workplace incivility types ranged from 1.93 (SD = .57)
for gossiping (talking negatively or divulging private information about a person in an
attempt for them not to find out), 1.66 (SD = .62) for hostility (angry interactions that do
not include violence), and 1.11 (SD = .24) for privacy invasion (intrusion into a person‘s
private life). The overall averaged incivility score with equal weights for all constructs
was 1.72 (SD = .39). Workplace incivility was perceived as rarely occurring by
community college senior-level administrators.

Research Question 3: Relationship between Conflict
Management Styles and Demographics
The following section presents the analysis of the data for the fourth research question of
the study.
Research question 3. Are there relationships between demographic variables and
conflict management styles of senior-level community college administrators?
The third research question sought to examine if relationships existed between
conflict management styles and the demographic variables of age, gender, education,
race, and work experience. Correlations were determined for each of the five conflict
management styles (avoiding, compromising, dominating, integrating, and obliging) and
each demographic variable.
Table 4.8 shows the relationships between the conflict management styles and
gender. A point-biserial correlation was used to assess the relationships.
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Table 4.8 Relationship between Community College Senior-Level Administrators‘
Gender (Male=1, Female=0) with Conflict Management Styles as Measured by Pearson‘s
Product Moment Correlation
Gender (Male)
Styles

r

Interpretation

p

Integrating

-.029

Negligible

.707

Compromising

-.033

Negligible

.666

Obliging

-.023

Negligible

.766

Dominating

.134

Low

.080

Avoiding

.040

Negligible

.604

Note. n = 172. Davis‘s (1971) descriptors are as follows: 70 or higher = very strong
association, .50 to .69 = substantial association, .30 to .49 = moderate association, .10
to .29 = low association, .01 to .09 = negligible association. *p <.05
None of the styles had a statistically significant relationship with gender. The
relationships can be interpreted as being negligible for all styles with gender, except
dominating which was low. Males had a low relationship with dominating.
The relationships between conflict management styles and age are presented in
Table 4.9.
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Table 4.9 Relationship between Community College Senior-Level Administrators‘ Age
and Conflict Management Styles as Measured by Pearson‘s Product Moment Correlation
Age
Styles

r

Interpretation

p

.078

Negligible

.347

Compromising

-.111

Low

.177

Obliging

-.145

Low

.079

Dominating

-.127

Low

.124

Avoiding

-.014

Negligible

.865

Integrating

Note. n = 148. Note. Davis‘s (1971) descriptors are as follows: 70 or higher = very
strong association, .50 to .69 = substantial association, .30 to .49 = moderate
association, .10 to .29 = low association, .01 to .09 = negligible association. *p <.05
The relationships between age and conflict management styles were not
statistically significant. The interpretation of the relationship between age and style was
negligible to low. In all instances of low relationships as age increased, the use of the
conflict management styles (compromising, obliging, and dominating) decreased.
Table 4.10 shows the relationships between the educational level as measured as a
continuous variable and conflict management styles. Kendall‘s Tau was the appropriate
statistic to examine the relationships.

138

Table 4.10 Relationship between Community College Senior-Level Administrators‘
Educational Level with Conflict Management Styles as Measured by Kendall‘s Tau
Education Level (Continuous)
Styles

r

Interpretation

p

Integrating

.077

Negligible

.237

Compromising

.001

Negligible

.993

-.024

Negligible

.710

.048

Negligible

.445

-.073

Negligible

.245

Obliging
Dominating
Avoiding

Note. n = 172. Note. Davis‘s (1971) descriptors are as follows: 70 or higher = very
strong association, .50 to .69 = substantial association, .30 to .49 = moderate
association, .10 to .29 = low association, .01 to .09 = negligible association. *p <.05
There were no significant relationships between education level and conflict
management styles. All relationships were interpreted as negligible.
Table 4.11 illustrates the relationships between the educational level as analyzed
with the dichotomous variable of doctorate or not doctorate and conflict management
styles. Point-Biserial correlation was used to examine the relationships.
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Table 4.11 Relationship between Community College Senior-Level Administrators‘
Educational Level (Doctorate=1, Non-Doctorate=0) with Conflict Management Styles as
Measured by Pearson‘s Product Moment Correlation
Education Level (Doctorate)
Styles

r

Interpretation

p

Integrating

.061

Negligible

.426

Compromising

.053

Negligible

.490

Obliging

.020

Negligible

.790

Dominating

.024

Negligible

.750

-.056

Negligible

.462

Avoiding

Note. n = 172. Note. Davis‘s (1971) descriptors are as follows: 70 or higher = very
strong association, .50 to .69 = substantial association, .30 to .49 = moderate
association, .10 to .29 = low association, .01 to .09 = negligible association. *p <.05
There were no significant relationships between education level and conflict
management styles. All relationships were interpreted as negligible.
Table 4.12 shows the relationships between the years of work experience in
current position and conflict management styles.
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Table 4.12 Relationship between Community College Senior-Level Administrators‘
Years of Work Experience in Current Position with Conflict Management Styles as
Measured by Pearson‘s Product Moment Correlation
Work Experience
Styles

r

Interpretation

p

.008

Negligible

.912

-.110

Low

.149

Obliging

.181

Low

.017*

Dominating

.164

Low

.031*

Avoiding

.180

Low

.018*

Integrating
Compromising

Note. n = 173. Note. Davis‘s (1971) descriptors are as follows: .70 or higher = very
strong association, .50 to .69 = substantial association, .30 to .49 = moderate
association, .10 to .29 = low association, .01 to .09 = negligible association. *p <.05
Obliging (r = .181, p = .017), avoiding (r = .180, p = .018), and dominating (r =
.164, p = .031), each had a statistically significant relationship with years of work
experience in current position. As years of work experience in current position increased,
the use of the obliging, avoiding, and dominating styles increased. When years of work
experience in current position increased, the use of the compromising conflict
management style decreased. The use of integrating did not show a relationship to years
of work experience in current position.
Table 4.13 shows the relationship between the race (White\non-White) and
conflict management styles.
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Table 4.13 Relationship between Community College Senior-Level Administrators‘ Race
(White=1, Non-White=0) with Conflict Management Styles as Measured by Pearson‘s
Product Moment Correlation
Race (White)
Styles

r

Interpretation

p

Integrating

.052

Negligible

.493

Compromising

.098

Negligible

.196

Obliging

.188

Low

.013*

Dominating

.131

Low

.084

Avoiding

.057

Negligible

.453

Note. n = 176. Note. Davis‘s (1971) descriptors are as follows: 70 or higher = very
strong association, .50 to .69 = substantial association, .30 to .49 = moderate
association, .10 to .29 = low association, .01 to .09 = negligible association. *p <.05
The style of obliging (r = .188, p = .013) had a statistically significant
relationship with race. Non-white individuals, had lower obliging conflict management
style scores. The other styles were interpreted as low (dominating) or negligible
(integrating, compromising, and avoiding).

Research Question 4: Relationship between Demographic
Variables and Workplace Incivility
The following section presents the analysis of the data for the fourth research question of
the study.
Research question 4. Are there relationships between demographic variables and
workplace incivility of senior-level community college administrators?
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The fourth research question sought to examine if relationships existed between
workplace incivility and the demographic variables of age, gender, education, race, and
work experience. Correlations were determined for overall workplace incivility and each
demographic variable.
Table 4.14 shows the relationships between the overall incivility and the
demographic variables.

Table 4.14 Relationship between Community College Senior-Level Administrators‘
Perceived Overall Level of Incivility with Age, Race (White), Gender (Male), Education
(Doctorate), Education (Continuous), and Years of Work Experience in Current Job as
Measured by Pearson‘s Product Moment Correlation
Overall Incivility
Styles

N

r

Interpretation

p

Age

148

-.148

Low

.073

Race (White)

176

-.094

Negligible

.213

Gender (Male)

172

-.097

Negligible

.208

Education (Doctorate)

172

-.044

Negligible

.568

Education (Continuous)

172

-.072

Negligible

.348

Work Experience (Years)

173

-.097

Negligible

.204

Note. Davis‘s (1971) descriptors are as follows: 70 or higher = very strong association,
.50 to .69 = substantial association, .30 to .49 = moderate association, .10 to .29 = low
association, .01 to .09 = negligible association. *p <.05
None of the demographics including personal (age, race, and gender) and work
related (work experience and education) had a statistically significant relationship with
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overall incivility. Age had a low relationship with incivility. As age increased, perceived
incivility decreased. Race, gender, education, and work experience had a negligible
relationship with overall perceived incivility.

Research Question 5: Relationship between Conflict
Management Styles and Workplace Incivility
The following section presents the analysis of the data for the fifth research question for
the study.
Research Question 5.Are there relationships between conflict management styles
and workplace incivility and of senior-level community college administrators?
The fifth research question sought to examine if relationships existed between
workplace incivility and conflict management styles. Correlations were determined for
each of the workplace incivility subscales (exclusionary behavior, gossiping, hostility,
and privacy invasion) and the five conflict management styles (avoiding, compromising,
dominating, integrating, and obliging). In addition, a correlation was determined for
overall incivility with the five conflict management styles. A table for each correlation
analysis is shown so that the reader can follow the discussion of findings without
continually referring back to overall correlation matrix. An overall matrix is provided in
the appendices.
Table 4.15 shows the relationships between hostility and conflict management
styles.

144

Table 4.15 Relationship between Community College Senior-Level Administrators‘
Perceived Level of Hostility with Conflict Management Styles as Measured by Pearson‘s
Product Moment Correlation
Hostility
Styles

r

Interpretation

p

-.228

Low

.002*

Compromising

.050

Negligible

.511

Obliging

.100

Low

.186

Dominating

.029

Negligible

.698

Avoiding

.057

Negligible

.453

Integrating

Note. Davis‘s (1971) descriptors are as follows: 70 or higher = very strong association,
.50 to .69 = substantial association, .30 to .49 = moderate association, .10 to .29 = low
association, .01 to .09 = negligible association. *p <.05
The styles of integrating (r = -.228, p = .002), which is significant, and obliging (r =
.100, p = .186) both had low relationships. When the level of hostility increased, the
conflict management style of integrating decreased. When the level of hostility increased,
the conflict management style of obliging increased.
The relationships between privacy invasion and conflict management styles are
presented in Table 4.16.
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Table 4.16 Relationship between Community College Senior-Level Administrators‘
Perceived Level of Privacy Invasion with Conflict Management Styles as Measured by
Pearson‘s Product Moment Correlation
Privacy Invasion
Styles

r

Interpretation

p

Integrating

-.118

Low

.118

Compromising

-.037

Negligible

.623

Obliging

.043

Negligible

.575

Dominating

.112

Low

.140

Avoiding

.038

Negligible

.619

Note. * = p<.05, ** = p<.01, Davis‘s (1971) descriptors are as follows: 70 or higher =
very strong association, .50 to .69 = substantial association, .30 to .49 = moderate
association, .10 to .29 = low association, .01 to .09 = negligible association. *p <.05
None of the conflict management styles had a statistically significant relationship with
privacy invasion behaviors. The relationships were all negligible to low.
Table 4.17 shows the relationships between the incivility subscale of gossiping
and the conflict management styles.
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Table 4.17 Relationship between Community College Senior-Level Leaders‘ Perceived
Level of Gossiping with Conflict Management Styles as Measured by Pearson‘s Product
Moment Correlation
Gossiping
Styles

r

Interpretation

p

Integrating

-.110

Low

.144

Compromising

-.018

Negligible

.810

Obliging

.064

Negligible

.401

Dominating

.071

Negligible

.346

-.035

Negligible

.648

Avoiding

Note. Davis‘s (1971) descriptors are as follows: 70 or higher = very strong association,
.50 to .69 = substantial association, .30 to .49 = moderate association, .10 to .29 = low
association, .01 to .09 = negligible association. *p <.05
None of the five conflict management styles were shown to have a significant
relationship with gossiping behaviors. All correlations were interpreted as being
negligible to low.
Exclusionary behavior, the highest or most often perceived incivility of the four
subscales, is shown in Table 4.18 in relation to the five conflict management styles.
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Table 4.18 Relationship between Community College Senior-Level Administrators‘
Perceived Level of Exclusionary Behavior with Conflict Management Styles as Measured
by Pearson‘s Product Moment Correlation
Exclusionary Behavior
Styles

r

Interpretation

p

Integrating

-.156

Low

.039*

Compromising

-.035

Negligible

.640

Obliging

.013

Negligible

.865

Dominating

.019

Negligible

.804

Avoiding

.036

Negligible

.648

Note. Davis‘s (1971) descriptors are as follows: 70 or higher = very strong association,
.50 to .69 = substantial association, .30 to .49 = moderate association, .10 to .29 = low
association, .01 to .09 = negligible association. *p <.05
The conflict management style of integrating (r = -.156, p = .039) was the only
one that had a statistically significant relationship. When the level of exclusionary
behavior increased, the use of the integrating conflict management style decreased. None
of the other conflict management styles had a statistically significant relationship with
exclusionary behavior.
Table 4.19 examines the overall incivility score with the five conflict management
styles.
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Table 4.19 Relationship between Community College Senior-Level Administrators‘
Perceived Level of Overall Incivility with Conflict Management Styles as Measured by
Pearson‘s Product Moment Correlation
Overall Incivility
Styles

r

Interpretation

p

Integrating

-.208

Low

.006*

Compromising

-.005

Negligible

.943

Obliging

.075

Negligible

.323

Dominating

.062

Negligible

.413

Avoiding

.029

Negligible

.700

Note. Davis‘s (1971) descriptors are as follows: 70 or higher = very strong association,
.50 to .69 = substantial association, .30 to .49 = moderate association, .10 to .29 = low
association, .01 to .09 = negligible association. *p <.05
When examining the relationships between the overall workplace incivility and
conflict management styles, only integrating (r = -.208, p = .006) had a statistically
significant relationship and was interpreted as a low relationship. When incivility
increased, the use of the integrating style decreased. Obliging also had a low relationship
however, it was not statistically significant. The other conflict management styles,
compromising, dominating, and avoiding were not statistically significantly related and
were interpreted as having negligible relationships.
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Research Question 6: Exploring Incivility with Demographic
Variables and Conflict Management Styles
The following section presents the findings and analysis of the data for the sixth research
question. The sixth research question sought to determine if conflict management styles
and demographic variables explained a significant amount of variance of workplace
incivility.
Research Question 6. Do demographic variables and conflict management styles
explain a significant amount of variance of workplace incivility?
Findings for the sixth research question were determined by following the steps
outlined by Mertler and Vannatta (2005) on conducting a regression analysis. The section
addresses missing data regression analysis which includes step-wise and hierarchical
multiple regression.

Regression Analysis
Table 4.20 provides the results to the stepwise regression analysis used to examine the
amount of variance that demographics (work-related and personal) and conflict
management styles explained in workplace incivility.
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Table 4.20 Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis to Explore if Community College
Administrators‘ Conflict Management Styles and Demographics (work-related and
personal) Explain a Significant Amount of Variance in Perceived Workplace Incivility
(N=176)
Source of variation
Regression

SS

df

MS

271.941

1

271.941

Residual

6370.604

174

36.613

Total

6642.545

175

Overall
R2
Constant (43.887)
Step 1
Integrating

B

F

p

7.428

Beta

.007 *

t

p

Collinearity
Tolerance

-2.725

.007

1.000

1.802
.116
.499
.505
-1.514
-1.219
-1.541
-1.491
-.771

.073
.907
.619
.614
.132
.224
.125
.138
.442

.935
.997
.917
1.000
.999
1.000
.992
.999
.991

4.1%
-.461

-.202

Excluded Variables
Obliging
Avoiding
Compromising
Dominating
Gender (Male)
Work Experience (Years in Current Position)
Age
Race\Ethnicity (White)
Education Level

Note. *p<.05
The stepwise regression (F = 7.428, df = 174, p = .007) revealed that only one
variable, integrating (t = -2.725, p = .007) entered the model. Overall, integrating
explained 4.1% of the variance in workplace incivility. Based upon the analysis of the
excluded variables, while all of the other variables were excluded from the model,
obliging (t = 1.802, p = .073) could be examined further. Since the step-wise model used
the probability of F for entry, obliging would be the next closest variable to enter the
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model. Of the demographic variables age (t = -1.541, p = .125), gender (t = -1.514, p =
.132), and race (t = -1.491, p = .138) were all close in value of the probability of F and
could also use further examination.
Table 4.21 provides the results of the hierarchical stepwise regression analysis to
examine the amount of variance conflict management styles and demographics (workrelated and personal) explained in workplace incivility.
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Table 4.21 Hierarchical Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis to Explore if Community
College Administrators‘ Conflict Management Styles and Demographics (work-related
and personal) Explain a Significant Amount of Variance in Perceived Workplace
Incivility (N=176)
Source of variation
Regression

SS

df

MS

746.686

10

74.669

Residual

5895.859

165

35.732

Total

6642.545

175

Overall
R2

R2
Change

B

F
2.090

Beta

t

p
.028 *

p

Collinearity
Tolerance

11.2%
Constant (45.691)
Step 1
Integrating
Obliging
Dominating
Avoiding
Compromising
Step 2
Age
Step 3
Work
Experience(Years in
Current Position)
Step 4
Gender (Male)
Step 5
White
Step 6
Education level

6.0%

.183
.204
.148
.133
.219

-.231
.187
.035
-.029
-.033

-2.875
1.987
.431
-.361
-.382

.005
.049
.667
.718
.703

.605
.836
.838
.738
.818

.069

-.020

-.239

.812

.774

.101

-.125

-1.448

.149

.726

1.9%

.937

-.126

-1.669

.097

.949

.6%

1.155

-.138

-1.824

.070

.936

.446

-.081

-1.057

.292

.908

.9%
.8%
1.0%

Note. *p<.05
The regression analysis developed a significant model (F = 2.090, df = 175, p =
.028). The overall model explained 11.2% of the variance in workplace incivility. The
stepwise regression revealed that conflict management styles explained 6.0%, age
explained .9%, years of work experience in current job explained .8%, gender explained
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1.0%, ethnicity explains 1.9%, and educational level explains .6% of the variance in
perceived incivility. The Beta values for dominating (Beta = .035), avoiding (Beta = .029), and compromising (Beta = -.033) show there is little change in incivility based
upon those conflict management styles.
To further examine incivility, the conflict management styles that had relatively
low Beta values and were not significant were removed from the model. The hierarchical
regression was conducted an additional time. Table 4.22 provides an overview of the
hierarchical regression with avoiding, compromising, and dominating removed.
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Table 4.22 Hierarchical Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis to Explore if Community
College Administrators‘ Conflict Management Styles (integrating and obliging), Workrelated Demographics (years of work experience and education) and Personal
Demographics (age, gender, and ethnicity) Explain a Significant Amount of Variance in
Perceived Workplace Incivility (N=176)
Source of variation

df

MS

727.933

7

103.99

Residual

5914.612

168

35.206

Total

6642.545

175

Regression

SS

Overall
R2

R2
Change

B

F
2.954

Beta

t

P
.006 *

p

Collinearity
Tolerance

11.0%
Constant (45.478)
Step 1
Integrating
Obliging
Step 2
Age
Step 3
Work
Experience(Years in
Current Position)
Step 4
Gender (Male)
Step 5
White
Step 6
Education level

5.9%

-.539
.379

-.236
.175

-3.085
2.161

.002
.032

.904
.809

.9%

-.021

-.025

-.308

.759

.788

.8%

-.135

-.115

-1.386

.168

.772

1.0%

-1.507

-.121

-1.641

.103

.973

1.9%

-2.080

-.137

-1.826

.070

.948

.5%

-.436

-.075

-.993

.322

.924

Note. *p<.05
The outcome of the regression analysis provided a significant model (F = 2.954,
df = 175, p = .006). With the removal of the three variables, the R2 only decreased by
.2%. When looking at Table 4.22, there are two variables (age, Beta = -.025 and
education, Beta = -.075) that have Beta values demonstrating a low level of relationship
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with incivility. These two demographic variables will be removed and a final regression
analysis was conducted in order to strengthen the model.
Table 4.23, provides the results of the hierarchical stepwise multiple regression
analysis to explore the amount of variance community college leaders conflict
management styles (integrating and obliging), work-related demographics (years of work
experience) and personal demographics (gender, and ethnicity) can explain perceived
workplace incivility of community college leaders.
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Table 4.23 Hierarchical Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis to Explore if Community
College Administrators‘ Conflict Management Styles (integrating and obliging), Workrelated Demographics (years of work experience), and Personal Demographics (gender,
and ethnicity) Explain a Significant Amount of Variance in Perceived Workplace
Incivility (N=176)
Source of variation

SS

Regression

df

MS

686.445

5

137.289

Residual

5956.100

170

35.036

Total

6642.545

175

Overall
R2

R2
Change

B

F
3.919

Beta

P
.002*

t

p

Collinearity
Tolerance

10.3%
Constant (45.478)
Step 1
Integrating
Obliging
Step 2
Work Experience
(Years in Current
Position)
Step 3
Gender (Male)
Step 4
White

5.9%
-.564
.400

-.247
.185

-3.290
2.377

.001
.019

.933
.875

-.132

-.112

-1.505

.134

.954

-1.404

-.113

-1.543

.125

.987

-2.201

-.144

-1.957

.052

.967

1.4%
1.0%
2.0%

Note. *p<.05
The regression model was significant (F = 3.919, df = 175, p = .002). The
selected variables explained 10.3% of the variance in the community college
administrators‘ perceived workplace incivility. Age and educational level only explained
.7% of the variance in workplace incivility. To interpret the model, when the integrating
style increased perceived incivility of the community college administrators decreased. In
contrast, when the obliging style increased, the perceived level of incivility of community
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college administrators also increased. In terms of race, Whites perceive a lower level of
incivility than non-Whites.
The final regression model (F = 3.19, df = 5, p = .002) used 5 predictor variables
and the original stepwise model (F = 7.248, df = 1, p = .007) only used one predictor
variable. From the first regression model that explained 4.1% of the variance in incivility,
the development of the hierarchical stepwise models further increased the R2 by 6.2%.
Overall, integrating, obliging, work experience, gender, and race predicted 10.3% of
workplace incivility.

Summary
The chapter presented the findings of analyzed data. Descriptions of community college
administrators‘ conflict management styles and perceptions of workplace incivility are
presented to address research questions one and two. Correlations were conducted and
presented to address research questions three, four, and five. In order to address research
question six, stepwise regression was done to explore if conflict management styles and
demographic variables explained a significant amount of variance of workplace incivility.
For the analysis of research question six, the following steps were conducted.
First, a stepwise regression analysis was done and only integrating remained in the
model. Next, a hierarchical stepwise regression was done where variables were chosen
according to correlation strength. Further, a second hierarchical stepwise regression was
performed to strengthen the model. Variables (avoiding, compromising, and dominating)
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were removed based on Beta. Another hierarchical stepwise regression was done
excluding variables based on Beta, again (age and educational level were removed).
Findings for the study included community college senior-level administrators‘
self-reported preferred conflict management styles and their perceived levels of
workplace incivility. Correlations of workplace incivility, demographics, and conflict
management styles were presented. Lastly, findings from stepwise and hierarchical
stepwise regression analyses are described.
Findings from research question one showed that community college senior-level
administrators preferred the integrating conflict management style, followed by obliging,
avoiding, compromising and dominating. Findings, from research question two indicated
that community college senior-level administrators reported a perceived low level of
workplace incivility.
Correlations for research question three, four, and five were examined for
workplace incivility and demographics, conflict management styles and demographics,
and conflict management styles and workplace incivility. Hostility, exclusionary
behavior, and overall incivility had a significant negative relationship with integrating.
Gender, age, and education level had no relationship with any of the five conflict
management styles. Work experience had significant positive relationships with obliging,
dominating, and avoiding. Race had a significant positive relationship with obliging.
Overall incivility had no significant relationships with the demographic variables.
The initial stepwise regression to address research question six only included the
integrating variable and explained 4.1% of workplace incivility. Using hierarchical
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stepwise multiple regression with all variables significantly explained 11.2% of
workplace incivility. A second hierarchical stepwise regression with integrating and
obliging entered in step 1, age entered in step 2, work experience entered in step 3,
gender entered in step 4, race entered in step 5, and education level added in step 6,
significantly explained 11.0% of workplace incivility. A final hierarchical stepwise
regression showed that integrating, obliging (step 1), work experience (step 2), gender
(step 3), and race (step 4) predicted 10.3% of workplace incivility.

160

CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
We can often measure our progress by watching the nature of our conflicts.‖
~Mary Parker Follet

The major purpose of the study was to investigate the conflict management styles and
workplace incivility of community college leaders. The chapter presents an overall
summary of the study including a review of the findings, conclusions, recommendations,
suggestions for future research, and limitations of the study. The study had four main
objectives. The first objective was to describe the conflict management styles of
community college senior-level administrators in the nine mega-states. The second
objective was to describe the perceptions of workplace incivility. The third objective of
the study was to investigate if relationships existed between workplace incivility, conflict
management styles and demographics. The fourth objective was to explore the amount of
variance of workplace incivility predicted by the independent variables, conflict
management styles, and demographic variables.

Chapter One
Chapter one sought to provide detailed support drawing from extant literature for the
background, problem, purpose, and significance of the study. Managing conflict is an
essential task for leaders in all higher education institutions. Leaders spend a large
amount of time managing conflict, however many leaders feel ill prepared to manage the
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conflict in their workplaces. Conflict should be managed rather than eliminated when
constructive benefits can be drawn from the conflict. Constructive conflict leads to
beneficial outcomes while destructive conflict leads to detrimental outcomes to the
organization and the parties involved.
Rahim‘s (1983) Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory (ROCI-II) measured the
conflict management styles of community college senior-level leaders in the nine megastates. Five conflict management styles identified by the ROCI-II included: avoiding,
compromising dominating, integrating, and obliging. Additionally, the Uncivil Workplace
Behavior Questionnaire (UWBQ) measured workplace incivility perceptions of the
participants. Using a quantitative survey research design, the study was guided by six
research questions. The first two questions sought to describe the conflict management
styles and workplace incivility perceptions of the participants, the third, fourth, and fifth
questions sought to examine possible relationships between confloict management styles
and demographics, workplace incivility and demographics, and conflict management
styles and workplace incivility, and the sixth question sought to explore if the conflict
management variables and demographics explained perceptions of incivility in the
workplace.
The theoretical framework for the study was based on Pondy‘s (1967) conceptual
models of organizational conflict, Andersson and Pearson‘s (1999) incivility spiral and
Blake and Mouton‘s (1964) Managerial Grid/ Dual concern theory. Pondy (1967)
indentified three types of conflict in organizations; bargaining conflict, bureaucratic
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conflict, and systems conflict. Community college senior-level administrators deal with
conflict on all three of these levels.
Blake and Mouton‘s (1964) Managerial Grid was the foundation to most conflict
management style research. While researchers often used different titles for the five areas
and for the two axes, most conflict management style theory and instrument development
were based on the Blake and Mouton model. Andersson and Pearson‘s (1999) incivility
spiral illustrated that workplace incivility has the potential to spiral with a starting point
and tipping points. After each interaction both parties have the option to end the spiral
effect. Once one party exits the spiral, future acts of incivility are not circular but one
directional.
The conceptual framework and key definition of terms were also provided in
chapter one. Significance of the study in terms of leadership hiring and development,
personal growth, research and funding, and overall significance were provided. Lastly,
delimitations and the organization of the study were presented.

Chapter Two
Chapter two covered the existing related literature for the topics of conflict, conflict
management, conflict management styles, and workplace incivility. Extant conflict
literature was organized into the following categories: line of conflict management styles
research, definition of conflict, history of conflict research, destructive versus
constructive outcomes of conflict, sources of conflict, five types of conflict management
styles, theoretical perspectives of conflict management styles, and instruments to measure
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conflict management styles. Literature concerning incivility was presented in the
following categories: line of workplace incivility research, definition of workplace
incivility, theoretical perspectives of workplace incivility, instruments to measure
incivility, antecedents of workplace incivility, outcomes of workplace incivility, and a
final summary of the literature review.

Chapter Three
Chapter three provided a detailed description of the research methodology selected for
the study. Instrument selection, IRB approval, online survey construction and delivery
were outlined. Furthermore, sample determination, sample participants contact
information collection and organization, participant notification measures, and data
collection measures were detailed. Preliminary data analyses procedures and findings
were provided. Non-response bias was examined by comparing early and late
respondents with no difference found. Exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the
ROCI-II and UWBQ instruments. Reliability, using Cronbach‘s alpha, was conducted on
the subscales of the conflict management instrument, subscales of the workplace
incivility instrument, and the overall total alpha for the workplace incivility instrument.
Lastly, missing data, outliers, and assumptions were examined and addressed.

Chapter Four
The fourth chapter presented the findings of analyzed data. The six research questions
that guided the study were addressed. Descriptive statistics using means, standard
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deviations, frequencies and percents were provided for the respondents‘ conflict
management styles, perceptions of workplace incivility, and demographic data.
Correlations were conducted and presented. Dependence was explored through regression
analysis, stepwise and hierarchical regression, to explore if conflict management styles
and demographic variables explain a significant amount of variance of workplace
incivility.

Chapter Five
The fifth and final chapter contains the summary, conclusions, recommendations, and
limitations extracted from the study. Summaries of findings are given for the six research
questions. Conclusions are presented for each research question. Further, a discussion
includes a synthesis of findings and extant literature. Recommendations for practitioners,
training developers, and higher education researchers are provided. Lastly, limitations of
the study are presented.

Discussion of Findings and Conclusions
As mentioned earlier, the purpose of the study was to investigate the conflict
management styles and workplace incivility of community college administrators in the
nine mega-states. The study was guided by six research questions. The first research
question described the self reported conflict management styles of community college
leaders in the nine mega-states. The second research question sought to describe the
participants‘ perceptions of workplace incivility. The third research question examined if
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relationships existed between conflict management styles and demographic variables.
The fourth research question sought to examine if relationships existed between
workplace incivility and demographic variables. The fifth research question sought to
examine if relationships existed between workplace incivility and conflict management
styles. The sixth question sought to explore if conflict management styles and/or
demographic variables could explain any amount of variance of workplace incivility.

Demographic Data
Both personal (gender, age, and ethnicity/race) and work related (position title, work
experience in number of years, and education level) demographic characteristics of the
participants were presented. Gender, ethnicity/race, education level, and position title
were reported with frequencies and percents, while work experience and age were
reported with means and standard deviations. Of the total 176 respondents, 51.7% (n =
91) were male and 46.0% (n = 81) were female. All 176 respondents reported their
ethnicity/race. The majority of the respondents were White (n = 140, 79.5%) and only
21.5% (n = 36) of the respondents self-reported categories other than White (17 (48.6%)
were Black, 13 (37.1%) were Hispanic/Latino, and 1 (.03%) was Asian). Five (2.8%)
reported an ethnicity of ‗other‘.
Respondents‘ education level varied from associate degree to doctorate with (n =
157, 89.2%) reported having a doctorate or master‘s level education. The highest number
of respondents reported a doctorate, 46.6% (n = 81), followed by masters degree 42.6%
(n = 75), bachelor‘s degree 4% (n = 7), professional degree 2.3% (n = 4), and educational
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specialist 1.7% (n = 3). Only one (.6%) person reported having an associate‘s degree and
4 (2.3%) did not respond to the educational level question. None of the respondents
reported high school diploma as the highest education level.
Respondents varied among titles within the community college senior-level
administrators. The largest group that responded were the community college presidents
(n = 31, 17.02%), followed by vice-presidents of academic affairs (n = 29, 16.76%), vicepresidents of student affairs (n = 27, 15.61%), and executive\senior vice-president (n =
24, 13.87%). The lowest number of senior-level administrators that responded were vicepresidents of institutional research (n = 3, 1.73%), and vice-presidents of human
resources (n = 5, 2.89%). There were 13 (7.51%) individuals that identified themselves as
deans or directors without indentifying a specific role.
The average age of the respondents was 54.90 (SD = 8.16) years old. The range of
ages was from 34.09 to 74.83. The respondents work experience in their current positions
ranged from 1 to 34 years with the average being 6.74 (SD = 5.66) years.

Findings and Conclusions by Research Question
The study examined conflict management styles and perceptions of workplace incivility
of community college leaders from the nine mega-states. Data were collected from
community college senior-level administrators from the nine mega-states: Texas, New
York, Pennsylvania, North Carolina, Ohio, California, Illinois, Florida, and Georgia. The
113 community colleges from those nine states were selected through proportional
random sampling. All senior-level administrators from the selected community colleges
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were invited to participate in an online web survey combining the conflict management
styles and workplace incivility instruments as well as demographic questions.
Descriptive statistics were used to analyze self reported conflict management
styles of the participants for the first research questions. Participants‘ perceptions of
workplace incivility were examined and described for the second research questions.
Relationships between conflict management styles, demographic data, and workplace
incivility perceptions were explored through correlation testing. Stepwise regression and
hierarchical regression models were examined to explore the dependent and independent
variables.

Research Question One
Research question one sought to describe self reported conflict management styles of the
community college senior-level administrators from the nine mega-states. The five
conflict management styles were reported by participants in order from integrating (M =
4.47, SD = .40), compromising (M = 3.62, SD = .61), obliging (M = 3.28, SD = .50),
dominating (M = 2.83, SD = .67), and lastly avoiding (M = 2.70, SD = .64).
Conclusion One. Community college senior-level administrators used the
integrating conflict management style most and the avoiding conflict management style
least.
Within existing relevant literature, studying conflict management in the
community college context, Pritchard (1985) surveyed men and women within
community college administration and found that the conflict management style
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compromising was the highest reported, followed by collaborating, avoiding,
accommodating, and competing. More recently, Adams (2006) surveyed cabinet-level
community college administrators in North Carolina and found that these community
college leaders exhibited a preference for collaborating and compromising and least
preferred competing. Similar to the present study, both mentioned studies found that
community college leaders preferred conflict management styles that have high regard
for self and others.
The trend of working together as teams is increasing. These collaborative trends
can be seen in the increase of teamwork in the workplace and organizational
collaboration in the present global market. The increasing popularity of being a team
collaborator in western organizations could explain why research studies found that
leaders of all demographic variables preferred the integrating conflict management style.
Gordon (2008) surveyed faculty and found no differences of conflict management styles
by gender or age, however reported that both men and women of all ages preferred the
integrating style.

Research Question Two
Research question two sought to describe the community college senior-level
administrators from the nine mega-states perceptions of workplace incivility as measured
by the Uncivil Workplace Behaviors Questionnaire (UWBQ). The study found
participants reported perceived workplace incivility as follows: privacy invasion (M =

169

1.11, SD = .24), exclusionary behavior (M = 2.18, SD = .58), gossiping (M = 1.93, SD =
.57), hostility (M = 1.66, SD = .62), and overall incivility (M = 1.72, SD = .39).
Conclusion Two. Community college senior-level administrators‘ perceived
workplace incivility as rarely occurring.
Studies have reported workplace incivility as an increasing problem that is costly
(Buhler, 2003; Pearson, Andersson, & Wegner, 2001; Pearson & Porath, 2005; Namie,
2003). In fact, workplace incivility was cited to be the largest reducible cost for
organizations (Keenan and Newton, 1985). Furthermore, workplace incivility was cited
by higher education leaders as taking up a large amount of their time (Adams, 2006;
DuBrin, 2004; Stanley & Algert, 2007; Thomas, 1992). However, in this study the
participants, senior-level administrators in community colleges, reported perceiving low
levels of incivility. This could be explained by the definition of workplace incivility.
Namie (2003) referred to workplace incivility as a part of counterproductive workplace
behaviors that exist on a spectrum from low (incivility) to medium (bullying) to high
(violence) intensity. Further, Andersson & Pearson (1999) defined workplace incivility as
low intensity deviant behaviors. With all this in mind, the perceptions of the senior-level
administrators might be explained by the assumptions that deviant workplace behaviors
are not brought to the attention of leaders in a senior-level position until the behaviors
have spiraled to a higher intensity such as bullying or violence. For example, employees
do not often share with the vice-presidents and presidents of their organizations that
someone has sent a rude email. However, the senior-level administrators may be aware of
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more intense behaviors, especially those that have spiraled to the intensity of legal
litigation.

Research Question Three
Research question three sought to examine if statistically significant relationships existed
between conflict management styles and demographic variables of community college
senior-level administrators in the nine mega-states.
When gender and conflict management styles were examined a Point-Biserial
correlation was used to assess the relationships. None of the styles had a statistically
significant relationship with gender. The relationships were interpreted as being
negligible for all styles with gender, except dominating which was low. When
educational level as a dichotomous variable of doctorate and not doctorate and conflict
management styles were examined, Point-Biserial was the statistic used to examine the
relationships. All relationships were interpreted as negligible. The interpretation of the
relationship between age and style were interpreted as negligible to low. In all instances
of low relationships, as age increased, the use of the conflict management styles
(compromising, obliging, and dominating) decreased. When education level as a
continuous variable and conflict management styles were examined, Kendall‘s Tau was
the appropriate statistic to examine the relationships. There were no significant
relationships between educational and conflict management styles. All relationships were
interpreted as negligible.
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Conclusion Three. The five conflict management styles of avoiding,
compromising, dominating, integrating, and obliging of community college senior-level
administrators did not show significant relationships with gender, age, educational level,
or holding the degree of doctorate.
To support the findings of no significant relationships between gender and
conflict management styles, Gordon (2008) surveyed higher education faculty and found
no correlation between conflict management styles and gender. In addition, Guill (1991)
surveyed community college presidents and found no difference in conflict management
styles based on gender. In contrast, Brewer, Mitchell, and Weber (2002) found that
participants with a masculine gender role were more likely to use a dominating conflict
style and those with feminine gender roles were more likely to use avoiding. Researchers
found no differences between conflict management styles and age (Al-Ajmi, 2007;
Dillard, 2005; Gordon, 2008).
Obliging (r = .181, p = .02), avoiding (r = .180, p = .02), and dominating (r =
.164, p = .03) each showed a statistically significant relationship with years of work
experience in current position.
Conclusion Four. The community college senior-level administrators‘ conflict
management styles of avoiding, obliging, and dominating, showed significant positive
relationships with work experience.
Green (1984) surveyed academic department heads in 23 US land grant
universities and found that participants with higher years of experience were more likely
to be collaborating.
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The style of obliging (r = .188, p = .01) had a statistically significant relationship
with race. Non-white individual‘s had lower obliging conflict management style scores.
The other styles were interpreted as low (dominating) or negligible (integrating,
compromising, and avoiding).
Conclusion Five. Community college senior-level administrators who were White
showed a significant positive relationship with the conflict management style of obliging
Existing research in the literature examined race/ethnicity in terms of a
demographic variable to assess that the participants represented the population being
examined (Stanley & Algert, 2007) and to test for non response bias (Rahim, Antonioni,
& Psenicka, 2001). No studies were found that examined the impact of race/ethnicity on
conflict management styles of participants. Rahim, Antonioni, and Psenicka (2001) used
demographics of participants to test for non response bias but did not use the
demographics to research relationships with conflict management styles.

Research Question Four
Research question four sought to examine if statistically significant relationships existed
between workplace incivility and demographics of senior-level community college
administrators in the nine mega-states.
The study found in response to research question four that none of the personal
(age, race, and gender) and work related (work experience and education) demographics
showed statistically significant relationships with incivility.
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Conclusion Six. The community college senior-level administrators‘ age, race,
gender, educational level, and work experience did not show significant relationships
with workplace incivility.
Extant literature existed on race/ethnicity with workplace incivility in terms of
race discrimination and uncivil acts towards individuals that were triggered by
race/ethnicity. However, research concerning workplace incivility that examined the
relationship with race/ethnicity could not be found.

Research Question Five
Research question five sought to examine if statistically significant relationships existed
between workplace incivility and conflict management styles of senior-level community
college administrators in the nine mega-states.
None of the conflict management styles showed a statistically significant
relationship with privacy invasion behaviors. The relationships were all negligible to low.
When gossiping and conflict management styles were examined, none of the five conflict
management styles were shown to have a significant relationship with gossiping
behaviors. All correlations were interpreted as being negligible to low.
Conclusion Seven. The community college senior-level administrators‘ five
conflict management styles of avoiding, compromising, dominating, integrating, and
obliging did not show significant relationships with the workplace incivility subscales of
gossiping and privacy invasion.
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When examining exclusionary behavior and conflict management styles, the style
of integrating (r = -.156, p = .04) was the only one that showed a statistically significant
relationship. When the level of exclusionary behavior increased, the use of the integrating
style decreased. None of the other conflict management styles showed a statistically
significant relationship with conflict management styles. When examining relationships
between overall incivility and conflict management styles only integrating (r = -.208, p =
< .01) showed a statistically significant relationship and was interpreted as a low
relationship.
Conclusion Eight. The community college senior-level administrators‘ conflict
management style of integrating showed a significant negative relationship with
workplace incivility.
The conflict management style of integrating requires both parties involved to
work together for an agreeable solution. Willingness of parties to work together would
reasonably decrease as the perception of hostility increases. The findings from the study
support the nature of the integrating style. Integrating conflict management style
incorporates both parties involved in finding a mutually agreed upon solution. If one
party perceives being excluded, then perceptions of working together with the other party
would decrease. This study found that community college senior-level administrators
prefer the integrating conflict management style and perceived low levels of workplace
incivility despite previous research that stated community college administrators deal
with conflict during a large portion of their workday. To support the finding, Friedman,
Tidd, Currall, and Tsai (2000) found that people who utilized the integrating conflict
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management style were less likely to experience lower amounts of persistent conflict
(incivility).

Research Question Six
Research question six sought to explore if conflict management styles and demographic
variables explained a significant amount of variance of overall workplace incivility. A
stepwise regression analysis with all variables was conducted and only integrating
entered the model, explaining 4.1% of the variance in workplace incivility. Next, a
hierarchical stepwise regression analysis was conducted to further examine the amount of
variance conflict management styles and demographic variables (work-related and
personal) explained workplace incivility. The researcher entered the variables in steps
based on the correlation‘s strength. The regression model was significant (p = .03) and
explained 11.2% of the variance in workplace incivility. Next, using hierarchical stepwise
regression, conflict management styles with low Beta values (avoiding, compromising,
and dominating) were removed from the model. The regression model was significant (p
= .<01) and explained 11.0% of the variance. Lastly, based on Beta values, a hierarchical
stepwise multiple regression was conducted using conflict management styles
(integrating and obliging), work-related demographics (years of work experience) and
personal demographics (gender, and ethnicity). The regression model was significant (p =
<.01) and explained 10.3% of the variance in workplace incivility.
Conclusion Nine. Community college senior-level administrators‘ conflict
management styles of integrating and obliging, work experience, gender (male), and race
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(white) may be used to explain a small amount (10.3%) of variance of overall workplace
incivility.
The current study found that as individuals increase the use of obliging conflict
management style they perceive increased incivility levels in the workplace. Furthermore,
as individuals work together to manage conflict (integrating), perceived incivility
decreased. Individuals that utilized the integrating style work together to manage conflict,
whereas individuals who use the obliging style do not work together. Teamwork is more
likely to happen among people who feel like they ―fit in‖ and less likely to happen among
those who feel they do not ―fit in‖. Caza and Cortina (2007) found that targets of
incivility ―feel socially rejected, as if they do not ‗‗fit in‘‘ or belong in the institution‖ (p.
344). Therefore, participants who reported less incivility were more likely to use
integrating and most likely felt comfortable with those they were managing conflict. No
studies were found that examined years in current position and incivility. Similar to this
study, Cortina, Lonsway, Magley, Freeman, Collinsworth, Hunter, & Fitzgerald (2002),
found that men perceived lower levels of workplace incivility and further reported that
women were more likely to be targets of incivility. No studies were found that
specifically addressed incivility and race. Studies that investigated incivility in terms of
race, specifically examined racial discrimination which is a type of incivility, but not
general incivility.
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General Recommendations
An ongoing complaint is that leaders do not feel adequately prepared to manage conflict
and incivility in the workplace. Blake and Mouton‘s (1964) Managerial Grid theory
suggested that people manage conflict based on their perceptions of concern for
production and concern for people. Rahim and Bonoma (1979) built upon the Managerial
Grid and constructed a similar model (The Styles of Handling Conflict) with two axis,
concern for self and concern for others. Previous studies in higher education also
emphasized the importance of knowing your own conflict management style (Stanley &
Algert, 2007). The study provides additional support for the importance of knowing the
importance of the less dominant styles as well. Each style can be appropriately used in
different situations based on certain factors. Understanding those factors and when to use
each style will increase the effectiveness of managing conflict.
Recommendation One. Training programs for professional development in the
area of conflict management styles with community college senior-level administrators
should account for the needs of a variety of conflict management styles.
The study found the integrating the most preferred style of community college
senior-level administrators. Training for community college executive leaders should
provide methods of appropriate use of the integrating styles. The population would also
benefit from training on the other styles.
Research has reported that conflict management training can enhance individuals‘
abilities to curtail incivility (Pearson, Andersson, & Porath, 2000; Preston, 2007). With
this in mind, developing leaders in the areas of conflict management is critical not only
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for their own individual performance, but also for organizational performance.
Leadership development in higher education is described as a strategic imperative (Hill,
2005). In order to know how to prepare new leaders and develop existing leaders, it is
essential to understand what strengths exist and what needs are present.
Because workplace incivility is defined as low-intensity deviant behavior
(Andersson and Pearson, 1999), it is possible that many subordinates do not alert seniorlevel administrators of conflict in the workplace until it is beyond the level of incivility
and in some cases not even until the conflict is to the point of litigation.
Recommendation Two. Community college senior-level administrators should
implement an anonymous way for lower-level leaders and subordinates to voice acts of
workplace incivility.
Findings from the study showed that as the level of hostility increased integrating
decreased and obliging increased. Integrating is a conflict management style that
implements working together while individuals that use obliging sacrifice their own
concerns for those of the other party.
Recommendation Three. Senior-level administrators should have leadership
development that addresses how to effectively manage conflict in a work environment
with higher levels of hostility.
Findings from the study reported that when the level of exclusionary behavior
increased, the use of the integrating style decreased and as integrating decreased incivility
increased. With the current economic and budget constraints in higher education,
particularly the community colleges in the United States of America, it is increasingly
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important to research and understand the impact of work environments on workplace
incivility.
Recommendation Four. Community college senior-level administrators should
have training on how to continue integrating concerns for others and concerns for
themselves even when they perceived they were being excluded in order to keep
incivility from escalating.

Recommendations for Future Research
Existing literature showed a major gap in conflict management and workplace incivility
research among community college leaders. Further, literature shows that leaders spend a
great deal of time managing conflict. Dysfunctional conflicts (including incivility) have
negative impact on organizations and individuals, and that leaders are not adequately
prepared for conflict and workplace incivility management in the workplace. To develop
the professional development needed by the leaders, it is important to understand the
populations‘ perceptions of conflict management and workplace incivility. The study‘s
findings reinforce the importance of understanding more fully the perceptions and impact
of conflict management styles of leaders and perceptions of workplace incivility in the
community college context. Additional research is suggested using similar samples of
community college leaders from varying levels, outside the nine mega-states, with
different surveys and different survey delivery methods to obtain a deeper understanding
of the variables and population in the community college setting. Lastly, qualitative
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methods be used in future research of workplace incivility and conflict management of
community college leaders.
Recommendation One. Because of the nature of the position of participants, the
researcher recommends that future research is done to compare perceptions of workplace
incivility of senior-level administrators and lower level leaders. Often employees will
share with one another things they do not share with senior-level leaders which could
cause a gap in awareness of conflict and incivility in the workplace for those in more
senior-level positions.
Recommendation Two. The study‘s findings are generalizable within the nine
mega-states. Further research should be done outside the nine mega-states to see if the
findings from the study apply to all community college administrators.
Recommendation Three. A conflict management styles instrument should be
constructed that scores a person on all five styles from most preferred to least preferred.
Since the style in which conflict is managed is viewed as situational, it would make sense
for individuals completing the survey to be assigned a dominate style followed by the
order of the other conflict management styles preferences. The ranking of most to least
preferred conflict management styles would be beneficial since most individuals use all
five styles as some point in time.
Recommendation Four. Future research should be done using different survey
delivery methods to compare results for the specific population. One participant had
difficulty maneuvering the web based survey and requested a paper copy. Giving a paper
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copy option might have increased the response rate. Future research should be done to
determine if responses differ based on survey delivery method.
Recommendation Five. Lastly, because of the lack of extant research in the area
with the community college population, qualitative methods should be used to gather indepth data that could not be obtained through quantitative methods.

Limitations
Distance. Each of the nine mega-states has varying numbers of community colleges.
Proportional random sampling was used in the study to address this limitation, so that an
equal percentage of community colleges were sampled from each of the nine states.
Generalizability, however, is limited to the nine mega-states rather than all fifty United
States of America.
Technology. Because invitations to participate and all three waves of the survey
were sent via email, data collection was limited to participants‘ technology skills and how
often they checked their email accounts. Also, many people were aware of computer
viruses and were less likely to open emails from sources they did not already know. To
address the limitation of knowing whether an invited participant opened the invitation, a
feature was set to alert the researcher when emails were opened. The feature did not state
when or who responded to the actual survey, preserving confidentiality of the
participants.
Time Management. The research design used a one-time survey conducted over a
specific timeframe within the 2008 school year, producing a snapshot of the participants
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during that particular timeframe. The results were limited to the timeframe of the study
which covered six months during the end of 2008. The demographic makeup, campus
culture, conflict and incivility awareness may differ during other timeframes. For
example, with the current economic crisis impacting higher education budgets, conflict
might be managed differently than when participants were surveyed.
Access. Participants were invited based on information found through college web
page searches and phone calls. There is a possibility that some positions changed people
during the data collection and the survey invitation, limiting access to those who
remained employed during the data collection process. Access was further limited due to
the population. Senior-level community college administrators are very busy and would
need to have a specific interest in the topic of the study in order to set aside the time
needed to complete the survey.
Survey Accuracy. Experts were asked to critique the online survey and gave
advice for editing, proofreading, delivery, and guidance that would increase respondents
understanding of the questions asked in the survey. Yet, participants‘ responses were
limited to the accuracy of the survey.
Participant Interpretation. Participant interpretation was limited for three reasons.
First, gender was examined by birth gender reported rather than gender styles, limiting
findings examining gender. Secondly, participants answered the survey questions based
on their own definitions of conflict and incivility. Even though definitions were provided
for both terms, participants most often answered the questions through their lens of
interpretation of the terms. Lastly, data were collected using a self-reported survey. The
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data collected were limited to the accurate recall, comfort of sharing, lack of information,
and honesty of the participants filling out the survey.
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Appendix A
Frame of Community Colleges in Nine Mega-states (n = 418)
California (n = 112)

4 Bakersfield College

800 S College Dr, Santa
Maria, California 934546399
4700 College Oak Dr,
Sacramento, California
95841-4286
3041 W Ave K, Lancaster,
California 93536-5426
1801 Panorama Dr,
Bakersfield, California
93305-1299

5 Barstow Community College

2700 Barstow Road,
Barstow, California 92311

1 Allan Hancock College
2 American River College
3 Antelope Valley College

2050 Center St, Berkeley,
California 94704
3536 Butte Campus Drive,
Oroville, California 959658399
6500 Soquel Dr, Aptos,
California 95003
4200 Farm Hill Blvd.,
Redwood City, California
94061-1099
11110 Alondra Blvd,
Norwalk, California 906506298
3000 College Hts Blvd,
Ridgecrest, California
93555-9571
25555 Hesperian Blvd,
Hayward, California 94545
5885 Haven Ave, Rancho
Cucamonga, California
91737-3002

6 Berkeley City College
7 Butte College
8 Cabrillo College
9 Canada College
10 Cerritos College
11 Cerro Coso Community College
12 Chabot College
13 Chaffey College
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1000 W Foothill Blvd,
Glendora, California 917411899
50 Phelan Ave, San
Francisco, California
94112-1898
11460 Warner Ave,
Fountain Valley, California
92708-2597
555 Ralph Appezzato
Memorial Parkway,
Alameda, California 94501
835 College Ave, Kentfield,
California 94904-2590
1700 W Hillsdale Blvd, San
Mateo, California 944023784
26455 Rockwell Canyon
Rd, Santa Clarita, California
91355-1899

14 Citrus College
15 City College of San Francisco
16 Coastline Community College
17 College of Alameda
18 College of Marin
19 College of San Mateo
20 College of the Canyons

43-500 Monterey Ave, Palm
Desert, California 92260
7351 Tompkins Hill Rd,
Eureka, California 955019300
915 S Mooney Blvd,
Visalia, California 932772214

21 College of the Desert
22 College of the Redwoods
23 College of the Sequoias

800 College Ave, Weed,
California 96094-2899
11600 Columbia College
Dr, Sonora, California
95370
2600 Mission Bell Dr, San
Pablo, California 948063195

24 College of the Siskiyous
25 Columbia College
26 Contra Costa College

6162 Rotary Way, Joshua
Tree, California 92252
8401 Center Pky,
Sacramento, California
95823-5799

27 Copper Mountain College
28 Cosumnes River College
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11711 Sand Canyon Road,
Yucaipa, California 923991799
Highway 1, San Luis
Obispo, California 934038106

29 Crafton Hills College
30 Cuesta College

32 Cypress College

900 Rancho San Diego Pky,
El Cajon, California 92019
9200 Valley View, Cypress,
California 90630-5897

33 De Anza College

21250 Stevens Creek Blvd.,
Cupertino, California 95014

31 Cuyamaca College

34 Diablo Valley College
35 East Los Angeles College
East San Gabriel Valley Regional
36 Occupational Program
37 El Camino College-Compton Center
38 El Camino Community College District
39 Evergreen Valley College
40 Feather River Community College District

321 Golf Club Rd, Pleasant
Hill, California 94523
1301 Ave Cesar Chavez,
Monterey Park, California
91754-6099
1501 W Del Norte St., West
Covina, California 91790
1111 East Artesia Blvd.,
Compton, California 902215393
16007 Crenshaw Blvd,
Torrance, California 90506
3095 Yerba Buena Rd, San
Jose, California 95135-1598
570 Golden Eagle Ave,
Quincy, California 959719124
10 College Parkway,
Folsom, California 95630
12345 El Monte Rd, Los
Altos Hills, California
94022
1101 E. University Ave,
Fresno, California 93741
321 E Chapman Avenue,
Fullerton, California 928322095

41 Folsom Lake College
42 Foothill College
43 Fresno City College
44 Fullerton College
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5055 Santa Teresa Blvd,
Gilroy, California 95020
1500 N Verdugo Rd,
Glendale, California 912082894
15744 Golden West,
Huntington Beach,
California 92647-2710
8800 Grossmont College
Dr, El Cajon, California
92020-1799
156 Homestead Ave,
Salinas, California 93901

45 Gavilan College
46 Glendale Community College
47 Golden West College
48 Grossmont College
49 Hartnell College

380 E. Aten Road, Imperial,
California 92251-0158
5500 Irvine Center Drive,
Irvine, California 926180301
One College Drive, South
Lake Tahoe, California
96150
900 Fallon St, Oakland,
California 94607
3033 Collier Cyn Rd,
Livermore, California
94551-7650

50 Imperial Valley College
51 Irvine Valley College
52 Lake Tahoe Community College
53 Laney College
54 Las Positas College

Hwy 139, Susanville,
California 96130
4901 E. Carson St., Long
Beach, California 908081706

55 Lassen Community College
56 Long Beach City College
57 Los Angeles City College
Los Angeles County College of Nursing and
58 Allied Health
59 Los Angeles Harbor College
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855 N Vermont Ave, Los
Angeles, California 90029
1237 N. Mission Rd., Los
Angeles, California 900331084
1111 Figueroa Place,
Wilmington, California
90744-2397

60 Los Angeles Mission College
61 Los Angeles Pierce College
62 Los Angeles Southwest College
63 Los Angeles Trade Technical College
64 Los Angeles Valley College

13356 Eldridge Avenue,
Sylmar, California 913423245
6201 Winnetka Ave,
Woodland Hills, California
91371-0002
1600 W Imperial Hwy., Los
Angeles, California 900474899
400 W Washington Blvd,
Los Angeles, California
90015-4181
5800 Fulton Avenue, Valley
Glen, California 914014096
2700 East Leland Road,
Pittsburg, California 94565
1000 Hensley Creek Road,
Ukiah, California 95482
3600 M St, Merced,
California 95348-2898

65 Los Medanos College
66 Mendocino College
67 Merced College

12500 Campus Dr, Oakland,
California 94619-3196
One Barnard Dr, Oceanside,
California 92056-3899
3000 Mission College Blvd,
Santa Clara, California
95054-1897
435 College Ave, Modesto,
California 95350-5800

68 Merritt College
69 Miracosta College
70 Mission College
71 Modesto Junior College

980 Fremont St, Monterey,
California 93940-4799
7075 Campus Rd,
Moorpark, California
93021-1695

72 Monterey Peninsula College
73 Moorpark College
74 Mt San Antonio College
75 Mt. San Jacinto Community College District
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1100 N Grand Ave, Walnut,
California 91789-1399
1499 N State St, San
Jacinto, California 925832399

2277 Napa-Vallejo Hwy,
Napa, California 945586236
43600 Mission Blvd,
Fremont, California 945390390
2701 Fairview Road, Costa
Mesa, California 926285005
4000 S Rose Ave, Oxnard,
California 93033-6699
One College Drive, Blythe,
California 92225
1140 W. Mission, San
Marcos, California 920691487
1570 E Colorado Blvd,
Pasadena, California 911062003
100 E College Ave,
Porterville, California
93257
995 N Reed Ave, Reedley,
California 93654
3600 Workman Mill Rd,
Whittier, California 906011699
4800 Magnolia Ave,
Riverside, California 925061299
3835 Freeport Blvd,
Sacramento, California
95822-1386
28000 Marguerite Pky,
Mission Viejo, California
92692-3635
701 South Mount Vernon
Avenue, San Bernardino,
California 92410-2798
1313 Park Boulevard, San
Diego, California 921014787

76 Napa Valley College
77 Ohlone College
78 Orange Coast College
79 Oxnard College
80 Palo Verde College
81 Palomar College
82 Pasadena City College
83 Porterville College
84 Reedley College
85 Rio Hondo College
86 Riverside Community College
87 Sacramento City College
88 Saddleback College
89 San Bernardino Valley College
90 San Diego City College
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7250 Mesa College Dr, San
Diego, California 921114998
10440 Black Mountain Rd,
San Diego, California
92126-2999

91 San Diego Mesa College
92 San Diego Miramar College

5151 Pacific Ave, Stockton,
California 95207
2100 Moorpark Ave, San
Jose, California 95128-2798

93 San Joaquin Delta College
94 San Jose City College

1530 W. 17th Street, Santa
Ana, California 92706-3398
721 Cliff Dr, Santa Barbara,
California 93109-2394
1900 Pico Blvd, Santa
Monica, California 904051628
1501 Mendocino Avenue,
Santa Rosa, California
95401-4395

95 Santa Ana College
96 Santa Barbara City College
97 Santa Monica College
98 Santa Rosa Junior College

8045 E Chapman, Orange,
California 92869-4512
11555 Old Oregon Trail,
Redding, California 96003
5000 Rocklin Road,
Rocklin, California 956773397
3300 College Dr, San
Bruno, California 940661698
4000 Suisun Valley Rd,
Fairfield, California 945343197
900 Otay Lakes Rd, Chula
Vista, California 919107299

99 Santiago Canyon College
100 Shasta College
101 Sierra College
102 Skyline College
103 Solano Community College
104 Southwestern College

29 Emmons Park Drive,
Taft, California 93268
4667 Telegraph Rd,
Ventura, California 930033872

105 Taft College
106 Ventura College
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18422 Bear Valley Rd,
Victorville, California
92395-5849
300 Cherry Ln, Coalinga,
California 93210
555 College Avenue,
Lemoore, California 93245
9000 Overland Avenue,
Culver City, California
90230-3519

107 Victor Valley College
108 West Hills College-Coalinga
109 West Hills College-Lemoore
110 West Los Angeles College

14000 Fruitvale Ave,
Saratoga, California 95070
2088 N Beale Rd,
Marysville, California
95901

111 West Valley College
112 Yuba College
Florida (n = 22)

1519 Clearlake Rd, Cocoa,
Florida 32922
225 E las Olas Blvd, Fort
Lauderdale, Florida 33301

1 Brevard Community College
2 Broward Community College
3 Central Florida Community College
4 Florida Community College at Jacksonville
5 Florida Keys Community College
6 Gulf Coast Community College
7 Hillsborough Community College
8 Indian River Community College
9 Lake City Community College
10 Lake-Sumter Community College
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3001 SW College Rd,
Ocala, Florida 34474
501 W State St,
Jacksonville, Florida 32202
5901 College Rd, Key
West, Florida 33040
5230 W Hwy 98, Panama
City, Florida 32401
39 Columbia Drive, Tampa,
Florida 33606
3209 Virginia Ave, Fort
Pierce, Florida 34981-5596
Highway 90 East, Lake
City, Florida 32025-2007
9501 US Hwy 441,
Leesburg, Florida 347888751

11 Manatee Community College

5840 26th St W, Bradenton,
Florida 34207

12 North Florida Community College

325 NW Turner Davis Dr,
Madison, Florida 32340

15 Pensacola Junior College

4200 Congress Ave, Lake
Worth, Florida 33461-4796
10230 Ridge Road, New
Port Richey, Florida 346545199
1000 College Blvd,
Pensacola, Florida 325048998

16 Polk Community College

999 Avenue H NE, Winter
Haven, Florida 33881-4299

17 Saint Johns River Community College

5001 Saint Johns Ave,
Palatka, Florida 32177

18 Santa Fe Community College

3000 NW 83rd St,
Gainesville, Florida 32606

19 Seminole Community College

100 Weldon Blvd, Sanford,
Florida 32773-6199

13 Palm Beach Community College
14 Pasco-Hernando Community College

20 South Florida Community College
21 Tallahassee Community College
22 Valencia Community College

600 W College Dr, Avon
Park, Florida 33825-9356
444 Appleyard Dr,
Tallahassee, Florida 323042895
190 South Orange Avenue,
Orlando, Florida 32801

Illinois (n = 48)

1 Black Hawk College
2 Carl Sandburg College
City Colleges of Chicago-Harold Washington
3 College
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6600-34th Avenue, Moline,
Illinois 61265-5899
2400 Tom L. Wilson
Boulevard, Galesburg,
Illinois 61401
30 E Lake St, Chicago,
Illinois 60601-2449

City Colleges of Chicago-Harry S Truman
4 College
City Colleges of Chicago-Kennedy-King
5 College
6 City Colleges of Chicago-Malcolm X College
City Colleges of Chicago-Olive-Harvey
7 College
City Colleges of Chicago-Richard J Daley
8 College
City Colleges of Chicago-Wilbur Wright
9 College
10 College of DuPage
11 College of Lake County
12 Danville Area Community College
13 Elgin Community College
14 Heartland Community College
15 Highland Community College
16 Illinois Central College
Illinois Eastern Community Colleges-Frontier
17 Community Coll
Illinois Eastern Community Colleges-Lincoln
18 Trail College
Illinois Eastern Community Colleges-Olney
19 Central College
Illinois Eastern Community Colleges-Wabash
20 Valley College
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1145 W Wilson Ave.,
Chicago, Illinois 606406063
6800 S Wentworth Ave,
Chicago, Illinois 606213798
1900 W Van Buren,
Chicago, Illinois 606123197
10001 S Woodlawn Ave,
Chicago, Illinois 606281696
7500 S Pulaski Rd,
Chicago, Illinois 606521299
4300 N Narragansett,
Chicago, Illinois 606341500
425 Fawell Blvd., Glen
Ellyn, Illinois 60137-6599
19351 W Washington St.,
Grayslake, Illinois 600301198
2000 E Main St, Danville,
Illinois 61832-5118
1700 Spartan Drive, Elgin,
Illinois 60123-7193
1500 West Raab Road,
Normal, Illinois 617619446
2998 W Pearl City Rd,
Freeport, Illinois 610329341
One College Drive, East
Peoria, Illinois 61635-0001
Frontier Drive, Fairfield,
Illinois 62837
11220 State Hwy 1,
Robinson, Illinois 62454
305 N West Street, Olney,
Illinois 62450
2200 College Drive, Mount
Carmel, Illinois 62863

21 Illinois Valley Community College
22 John A Logan College
23 John Wood Community College
24 Joliet Junior College
25 Kankakee Community College
26 Kaskaskia College
27 Kishwaukee College
28 Lake Land College
29 Lewis and Clark Community College
30 Lincoln Land Community College
31 McHenry County College
32 Moraine Valley Community College

815 N Orlando Smith Ave,
Oglesby, Illinois 613489692
700 Logan College Road,
Carterville, Illinois 629182500
1301 S 48th Street, Quincy,
Illinois 62305-8736
1215 Houbolt Rd, Joliet,
Illinois 60431-8938
100 College Drive,
Kankakee, Illinois 60901
27210 College Rd,
Centralia, Illinois 62801
21193 Malta Rd, Malta,
Illinois 60150-9699
5001 Lake Land Blvd,
Mattoon, Illinois 61938
5800 Godfrey Rd, Godfrey,
Illinois 62035
5250 Shepherd Rd,
Springfield, Illinois 627949256
8900 US Hwy 14, Crystal
Lake, Illinois 60012-2761
9000 W. College Parkway,
Palos Hills, Illinois 604650937
3801 S Central Ave, Cicero,
Illinois 60804-4398
1600 E Golf Rd., Des
Plaines, Illinois 60016-1268
2400 W Bradley Ave,
Champaign, Illinois 618211899
202 South Halsted Street,
Chicago Heights, Illinois
60411
468 N Ken Gray Pky, Ina,
Illinois 62846
One College Pk, Decatur,
Illinois 62521-8512

33 Morton College
34 Oakton Community College
35 Parkland College
36 Prairie State College
37 Rend Lake College
38 Richland Community College
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39 Rock Valley College

3301 N Mulford Rd,
Rockford, Illinois 611145699

40 Sauk Valley Community College

173 Illinois Rt 2, Dixon,
Illinois 61021
8364 Shawnee College Rd,
Ullin, Illinois 62992
15800 South State Street,
South Holland, Illinois
60473-1200
3575 College Road,
Harrisburg, Illinois 62946
2500 Carlyle Ave,
Belleville, Illinois 622215899
23235 North County 22,
Canton, Illinois 61520-9801
2000 5th Ave, River Grove,
Illinois 60171-1995
Rte 47 at Waubonsee Drive,
Sugar Grove, Illinois
60554-0901
1200 W Algonquin Rd,
Palatine, Illinois 600677398

41 Shawnee Community College
42 South Suburban College
43 Southeastern Illinois College
44 Southwestern Illinois College
45 Spoon River College
46 Triton College
47 Waubonsee Community College
48 William Rainey Harper College
Michigan (n = 30)

666 Johnson St, Alpena,
Michigan 49707
2001 N Lincoln Road,
Escanaba, Michigan 498292511
12214 W Lakeshore Dr,
Brimley, Michigan 49715
1961 Delta Road,
University Center,
Michigan 48710
62249 Shimmel Rd,
Centreville, Michigan
49032-9719

1 Alpena Community College
2 Bay de Noc Community College
3 Bay Mills Community College
4 Delta College
5 Glen Oaks Community College
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17 Monroe County Community College

E 4946 Jackson Rd,
Ironwood, Michigan 49938
143 Bostwick Ave NE,
Grand Rapids, Michigan
49503-3295
5101 Evergreen Rd,
Dearborn, Michigan 481281495
2111 Emmons Rd, Jackson,
Michigan 49201-8399
6767 West O Ave,
Kalamazoo, Michigan
49003-4070
450 North Ave, Battle
Creek, Michigan 490173397
10775 N Saint Helen Road,
Roscommon, Michigan
48653
2755 E Napier Ave, Benton
Harbor, Michigan 490221899
419 N Capitol Ave,
Lansing, Michigan 489017210
14500 E Twelve Mile Rd,
Warren, Michigan 480883896
1375 S Clare Ave,
Harrison, Michigan 486259447
1555 South Raisinville
Road, Monroe, Michigan
48161-9746

18 Montcalm Community College

2800 College Dr, Sidney,
Michigan 48885-9723

6 Gogebic Community College
7 Grand Rapids Community College
8 Henry Ford Community College
9 Jackson Community College
10 Kalamazoo Valley Community College
11 Kellogg Community College
12 Kirtland Community College
13 Lake Michigan College
14 Lansing Community College
15 Macomb Community College
16 Mid Michigan Community College

1401 E Court St, Flint,
Michigan 48503
221 S Quarterline Rd,
Muskegon, Michigan
49442-1432

19 Mott Community College
20 Muskegon Community College
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1515 Howard St, Petoskey,
Michigan 49770

21 North Central Michigan College
22 Northwestern Michigan College
23 Oakland Community College
24 Saginaw Chippewa Tribal College
25 Schoolcraft College
26 Southwestern Michigan College
27 St Clair County Community College
28 Washtenaw Community College
29 Wayne County Community College District
30 West Shore Community College
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1701 E Front St, Traverse
City, Michigan 49686
2480 Opdyke Rd,
Bloomfield Hills, Michigan
48304-2266
2274 Enterprise Dr, Mount
Pleasant, Michigan 48858
18600 Haggerty Road,
Livonia, Michigan 481522696
58900 Cherry Grove Rd,
Dowagiac, Michigan
49047-9793
323 Erie, Port Huron,
Michigan 48061-5015
4800 E Huron River Dr,
Ann Arbor, Michigan
48106-1610
801 W Fort St, Detroit,
Michigan 48226
3000 N Stiles Rd,
Scottville, Michigan 494540277

New York (n = 35)
1 Adirondack Community College
2 Broome Community College
3 Cayuga County Community College
4 Clinton Community College
5 Columbia-Greene Community College
6 Corning Community College
CUNY Borough of Manhattan Community
7 College
8 CUNY Bronx Community College
9 CUNY Hostos Community College
10 CUNY Kingsborough Community College
11 CUNY La Guardia Community College
12 CUNY Queensborough Community College
13 Dutchess Community College
14 Erie Community College
15 Finger Lakes Community College
16 Fulton-Montgomery Community College
17 Genesee Community College
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640 Bay Rd, Queensbury,
New York 12804
PO Box 1017, Binghamton,
New York 13902-1017
197 Franklin St, Auburn,
New York 13021-3099
136 Clinton Point Dr,
Plattsburgh, New York
12901
4400 Rte 23, Hudson, New
York 12534
1 Academic Dr, Corning,
New York 14830
199 Chambers St, New
York, New York 100071097
W 181 St & University
Ave, Bronx, New York
10453
500 Grand Concourse,
Bronx, New York 10451
2001 Oriental Blvd,
Brooklyn, New York 11235
31-10 Thomson Ave, Long
Island City, New York
11101
222-05 56th Ave, Bayside,
New York 11364
53 Pendell Rd,
Poughkeepsie, New York
12601-1595
121 Ellicott St, Buffalo,
New York 14203
4355 Lake Shore Dr,
Canandaigua, New York
14424-8395
2805 State Hwy 67,
Johnstown, New York
12095-3790
One College Rd, Batavia,
New York 14020

18 Herkimer County Community College
19 Hudson Valley Community College
20 Jamestown Community College
21 Jefferson Community College
Mohawk Valley Community College-Utica
22 Branch
23 Monroe Community College
24 Nassau Community College
25 Niagara County Community College
26 North Country Community College
27 Onondaga Community College
28 Orange County Community College
29 Rockland Community College
30 Schenectady County Community College
31 Suffolk County Community College
32 Sullivan County Community College
33 SUNY Westchester Community College
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Reservoir Rd, Herkimer,
New York 13350-1598
80 Vandenburgh Ave, Troy,
New York 12180
525 Falconer St,
Jamestown, New York
14701
1220 Coffeen St,
Watertown, New York
13601-1897
1101 Sherman Dr, Utica,
New York 13501-5394
1000 E Henrietta Rd,
Rochester, New York
14623
1 Education Dr, Garden
City, New York 115306793
3111 Saunders Settlement
Rd, Sanborn, New York
14132
23 Santanoni Avenue,
Saranac Lake, New York
12983-0089
4941 Onondaga Rd,
Syracuse, New York
13215-2099
115 South St, Middletown,
New York 10940
145 College Rd, Suffern,
New York 10901
78 Washington Avenue,
Schenectady, New York
12305
533 College Rd, Selden,
New York 11784-2899
112 College Road, Loch
Sheldrake, New York
12759-5151
75 Grasslands Road,
Valhalla, New York 10595

34 Tompkins-Cortland Community College
35 Ulster County Community College

170 North St, Dryden, New
York 13053-0139
Cottekill Rd, Stone Ridge,
New York 12484

North Carolina (n = 58)

1 Alamance Community College
Asheville-Buncombe Technical Community
2 College
3 Beaufort County Community College
4 Bladen Community College
5 Blue Ridge Community College
6 Brunswick Community College
Caldwell Community College and Technical
7 Institute
8 Cape Fear Community College
9 Carteret Community College
10 Catawba Valley Community College
11 Central Carolina Community College
12 Central Piedmont Community College
13 Cleveland Community College
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1247 Jimmie Kerr Road,
Graham, North Carolina
27253-8000
340 Victoria Rd, Asheville,
North Carolina 28801-4897
5337 Highway 264 East,
Washington, North
Carolina 27889
7418 NC Hwy 41 West,
Dublin, North Carolina
28332
180 West Campus Drive,
Flat Rock, North Carolina
28731-4728
50 College Rd, Supply,
North Carolina 28462
2855 Hickory Blvd.,
Hudson, North Carolina
28638
411 North Front Street,
Wilmington, North
Carolina 28401-3910
3505 Arendell St,
Morehead City, North
Carolina 28557-2989
2550 Hwy 70 SE, Hickory,
North Carolina 28602-0699
1105 Kelly Dr, Sanford,
North Carolina 27330
1201 Elizabeth Avenue,
Charlotte, North Carolina
28204
137 S Post Rd, Shelby,
North Carolina 28152

14 Coastal Carolina Community College
15 College of the Albemarle
16 Craven Community College
17 Davidson County Community College
18 Durham Technical Community College
19 Edgecombe Community College
20 Fayetteville Technical Community College
21 Forsyth Technical Community College
22 Gaston College
23 Guilford Technical Community College
24 Halifax Community College
25 Haywood Community College
26 Isothermal Community College
27 James Sprunt Community College
28 Johnston Community College
29 Lenoir Community College
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444 Western Blvd,
Jacksonville, North
Carolina 28546-6816
1208 N Road St, Elizabeth
City, North Carolina 279062327
800 College Ct, New Bern,
North Carolina 28562
297 Davidson Community
College Rd, Thomasville,
North Carolina 27360-7385
1637 Lawson St, Durham,
North Carolina 27703-5023
2009 W Wilson St,
Tarboro, North Carolina
27886
2201 Hull Rd, Fayetteville,
North Carolina 28303-0236
2100 Silas Creek Pky,
Winston Salem, North
Carolina 27103-5197
201 Hwy 321 S, Dallas,
North Carolina 28034
601 High Point Rd,
Jamestown, North Carolina
27282
100 College Drive, Weldon,
North Carolina 27890
185 Freedlander Drive,
Clyde, North Carolina
28721-9901
286 ICC Loop Road,
Spindale, North Carolina
28160-0804
133 James Sprunt Drive,
Kenansville, North Carolina
28349
245 College Road,
Smithfield, North Carolina
27577-2350
231 Highway 58 South,
Kinston, North Carolina
28502-0188

30 Martin Community College
31 Mayland Community College
32 McDowell Technical Community College
33 Mitchell Community College
34 Montgomery Community College
35 Nash Community College
36 Pamlico Community College
37 Piedmont Community College
38 Pitt Community College
39 Randolph Community College
40 Richmond Community College
41 Roanoke-Chowan Community College
42 Robeson Community College
43 Rockingham Community College
44 Rowan-Cabarrus Community College
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1161 Kehukee Pk Rd,
Williamston, North
Carolina 27892-9988
200 Mayland Drive, Spruce
Pine, North Carolina 28777
54 College Drive, Marion,
North Carolina 28752-8728
500 W Broad Street,
Statesville, North Carolina
28677-5293
1011 Page St, Troy, North
Carolina 27371
522 N. Old Carriage Road,
Rocky Mount, North
Carolina 27804
5049 Hwy 306 South,
Grantsboro, North Carolina
28529
1715 College Dr, Roxboro,
North Carolina 27573
1986 Pitt Tech Road,
Winterville, North Carolina
28590
629 Industrial Pk Ave,
Asheboro, North Carolina
27205
1042 W Hamlet Ave,
Hamlet, North Carolina
28345-1189
109 Community College
Rd, Ahoskie, North
Carolina 27910-9522
5160 Fayetteville Rd,
Lumberton, North Carolina
28360
Hwy 65w County Home
Rd, Wentworth, North
Carolina 27375-0038
1333 Jake Alexander Blvd,
Salisbury, North Carolina
28146-1595

45 Sampson Community College
46 Sandhills Community College
47 South Piedmont Community College
48 Southeastern Community College
49 Southwestern Community College
50 Stanly Community College
51 Surry Community College
52 Tri-County Community College
53 Vance-Granville Community College
54 Wake Technical Community College
55 Wayne Community College
56 Western Piedmont Community College
57 Wilkes Community College
58 Wilson Technical Community College

Highway 24 West, Clinton,
North Carolina 28329-0318
3395 Airport Rd, Pinehurst,
North Carolina 28374
680 Highway 74 West,
Polkton, North Carolina
28135
4564 Chadbourn Hwy,
Whiteville, North Carolina
28472-5422
447 College Dr, Sylva,
North Carolina 28779
141 College Dr, Albemarle,
North Carolina 28001
630 S. Main St., Dobson,
North Carolina 27017-8432
4600 E US 64, Murphy,
North Carolina 28906
PO Box 917 State Rd 1126,
Henderson, North Carolina
27536
9101 Fayetteville Road,
Raleigh, North Carolina
27603-5696
3000 Wayne Memorial Dr,
Goldsboro, North Carolina
27533-8002
1001 Burkemont Ave,
Morganton, North Carolina
28655-4511
1328 South Collegiate Dr,
Wilkesboro, North Carolina
28697
902 Herring Ave, Wilson,
North Carolina 27893-3310

Ohio (n = 33)
1 Belmont Technical College
2 Bowling Green State University-Firelands
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120 Fox Shannon Pl, Saint
Clairsville, Ohio 43950
One University Drive,
Huron, Ohio 44839-9791

3 Central Ohio Technical College
Cincinnati State Technical and Community
4 College
5 Clark State Community College
6 Columbus State Community College
7 Cuyahoga Community College District
8 Hocking College
9 James A Rhodes State College
10 Jefferson Community College
11 Kent State University-Ashtabula Campus
12 Kent State University-East Liverpool Campus
13 Kent State University-Geauga Campus
14 Kent State University-Stark Campus
15 Kent State University-Trumbull Campus
16 Kent State University-Tuscarawas Campus
17 Lakeland Community College
18 Lorain County Community College
19 Marion Technical College
20 North Central State College
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1179 University Drive,
Newark, Ohio 43055-1767
3520 Central Parkway,
Cincinnati, Ohio 452232690
570 E Leffel Ln,
Springfield, Ohio 455010570
550 E Spring St, Columbus,
Ohio 43215
700 Carnegie Ave,
Cleveland, Ohio 441152878
3301 Hocking Pky,
Nelsonville, Ohio 45764
4240 Campus Dr, Lima,
Ohio 45804-4242
4000 Sunset Blvd,
Steubenville, Ohio 439523598
3300 Lake Road West,
Ashtabula, Ohio 44004
400 E 4th St, East
Liverpool, Ohio 43920
14111 Claridon-Troy Rd,
Burton, Ohio 44021
6000 Frank Ave NW,
Canton, Ohio 44720-7599
4314 Mahoning Ave N.W.,
Warren, Ohio 44483
330 University Dr N.E.,
New Philadelphia, Ohio
44663-9403
7700 Clocktower Dr,
Kirtland, Ohio 44094-5198
1005 North Abbe Rd,
Elyria, Ohio 44035-1691
1467 Mount Vernon Ave,
Marion, Ohio 43302-5694
2441 Kenwood Circle,
Mansfield, Ohio 449010698

21 Northwest State Community College
22 O C Collins Career Center
Ohio State University Agricultural Technical
23 Institute
24 Owens Community College
25 Sinclair Community College
26 Southern State Community College
27 Stark State College of Technology
28 Terra State Community College
29 University of Akron Wayne College
30 University of Cincinnati-Clermont College
31 Washington State Community College
32 Wright State University-Lake Campus
33 Zane State College

22600 State Route 34,
Archbold, Ohio 435029542
11627 State Rte 243,
Chesapeake, Ohio 456190000
1328 Dover Rd, Wooster,
Ohio 44691-4000
30335 Oregon Rd,
Perrysburg, Ohio 43551
444 W. Third St., Dayton,
Ohio 45402-1460
100 Hobart Dr, Hillsboro,
Ohio 45133
6200 Frank Ave NW, North
Canton, Ohio 44720
2830 Napoleon Rd,
Fremont, Ohio 43420-9670
1901 Smucker Rd, Orrville,
Ohio 44667
4200 Clermont College Dr,
Batavia, Ohio 45103
710 Colegate Dr, Marietta,
Ohio 45750
7600 St. Rt. 703, Celina,
Ohio 45822-2952
1555 Newark Rd,
Zanesville, Ohio 437019938

Pennsylvania (n = 16)
1 Bucks County Community College
2 Butler County Community College
3 Community College of Allegheny County
4 Community College of Beaver County
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275 Swamp Rd, Newtown,
Pennsylvania 18940-4106
College Drive Oak Hills,
Butler, Pennsylvania
16003-1203
800 Allegheny Ave,
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
15233-1895
One Campus Dr, Monaca,
Pennsylvania 15061-2588

5 Community College of Philadelphia
6 Delaware County Community College
Harrisburg Area Community College7 Harrisburg
8 Lehigh Carbon Community College
9 Luzerne County Community College
10 Montgomery County Community College
Northampton County Area Community
11 College
12 Pennsylvania Highlands Community College
13 Reading Area Community College
14 Thaddeus Stevens College of Technology
15 University of Pittsburgh-Titusville
16 Westmoreland County Community College

1700 Spring Garden St,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
19130-3991
901 S Media Line Rd,
Media, Pennsylvania
19063-1094
One Hacc Dr, Harrisburg,
Pennsylvania 17110-2999
4525 Education Park Dr,
Schnecksville,
Pennsylvania 18078-2598
1333 S Prospect St,
Nanticoke, Pennsylvania
18634-3899
340 Dekalb Pike, Blue Bell,
Pennsylvania 19422-0796
3835 Green Pond Rd,
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania
18020-7599
110 Franklin Street, Suite
200, Johnstown,
Pennsylvania 15907-0068
10 S Second St, Reading,
Pennsylvania 19603-1706
750 E King St, Lancaster,
Pennsylvania 17602
504 E Main St, Titusville,
Pennsylvania 16354
Youngwood, Pennsylvania
15697-1895

Texas (n = 64)

1 Alvin Community College
2 Amarillo College
3 Angelina College
4 Austin Community College District
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3110 Mustang Rd, Alvin,
Texas 77511-4898
2011 S. Washington,
Amarillo, Texas 79109
3500 South First, Lufkin,
Texas 75902-1768
5930 Middle Fiskville Rd,
Austin, Texas 78752

902 College Ave, Brenham,
Texas 77833-4098
3939 Valley View Ln,
Farmers Branch, Texas
75244-4997
3030 N Dallas Ave,
Lancaster, Texas 751343799
6200 West Central Texas
Expressway, Killeen, Texas
76549-4199

5 Blinn College
6 Brookhaven College
7 Cedar Valley College
8 Central Texas College

101 College Heights, Cisco,
Texas 76437
1122 College Drive,
Clarendon, Texas 79226

9 Cisco Junior College
10 Clarendon College
11 Coastal Bend College
12 College of the Mainland
13 Collin County Community College District
14 Del Mar College
15 Eastfield College
16 El Centro College
17 El Paso Community College
18 Frank Phillips College
19 Galveston College

3800 Charco Rd, Beeville,
Texas 78102
1200 Amburn Road, Texas
City, Texas 77591-2499
4800 Preston Park Blvd.,
Plano, Texas 75093
101 Baldwin Blvd., Corpus
Christi, Texas 78404-3897
3737 Motley Dr, Mesquite,
Texas 75150-2099
801 Main, Dallas, Texas
75202-3604
919 Hunter Drive, El Paso,
Texas 79915-1908
1301 W. Roosevelt St.,
Borger, Texas 79008-5118
4015 Ave Q, Galveston,
Texas 77550-7496

22 Houston Community College System

6101 Grayson Drive,
Denison, Texas 75020-8299
112 Lamar, Hillsboro,
Texas 76645
3100 Main Street, Houston,
Texas 77266-7517

23 Howard College

1001 Birdwell Lane, Big
Spring, Texas 79720

20 Grayson County College
21 Hill College
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1100 Broadway, Kilgore,
Texas 75662-3299
855 E Lavaca, Beaumont,
Texas 77705

24 Kilgore College
25 Lamar Institute of Technology

410 Front St, Orange, Texas
77630
1500 Proctor St, Port
Arthur, Texas 77640
W End Washington St,
Laredo, Texas 78040-4395
511 S Whiting, Baytown,
Texas 77520

26 Lamar State College-Orange
27 Lamar State College-Port Arthur
28 Laredo Community College
29 Lee College

1400 College Dr, Waco,
Texas 76708
4849 W Illinois, Dallas,
Texas 75211-6599
3200 W 7th Avenue,
Corsicana, Texas 75110
1525 W California Street,
Gainesville, Texas 762404699

30 McLennan Community College
31 Mountain View College
32 Navarro College
33 North Central Texas College

5000 Research Forest
North Harris Montgomery Community College Drive, The Woodlands,
34 District
Texas 77381-4399
5001 N MacArthur Blvd,
35 North Lake College
Irving, Texas 75038-3899
2886 FM 1735, Mount
36 Northeast Texas Community College
Pleasant, Texas 75455
3535 North West Ellison
Dr, San Antonio, Texas
37 Northwest Vista College
78251
201 W University, Odessa,
Texas 79764

38 Odessa College

1400 Villaret, San Antonio,
Texas 78224-2499
1109 W Panola St,
Carthage, Texas 75633
2400 Clarksville St, Paris,
Texas 75460

39 Palo Alto College
40 Panola College
41 Paris Junior College
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1100 College Circle,
Ranger, Texas 76470
12800 Abrams Rd, Dallas,
Texas 75243-2199

42 Ranger College
43 Richland College
44 San Antonio College
45 San Jacinto College-Central Campus
46 South Plains College
47 Southwest Collegiate Institute for the Deaf
48 Southwest Texas Junior College
49 St Philips College
50 Tarrant County College District
51 Temple College
52 Texarkana College
53 Texas Southmost College
54 Texas State Technical College-Harlingen
55 Texas State Technical College-Marshall
56 Texas State Technical College-Waco
57 Texas State Technical College-West Texas
58 Trinity Valley Community College
59 Tyler Junior College
60 Vernon College
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1300 San Pedro Ave, San
Antonio, Texas 78212-4299
8060 Spencer Hwy,
Pasadena, Texas 775012007
1401 S. College Ave,
Levelland, Texas 79336
3200 Ave C, Big Spring,
Texas 79720-7298
2401 Garner Field Rd,
Uvalde, Texas 78801-6297
1801 Martin Luther King
Dr, San Antonio, Texas
78203-2098
1500 Houston St, Fort
Worth, Texas 76102-6599
2600 S 1st St, Temple,
Texas 76504-7435
2500 N Robison Rd,
Texarkana, Texas 75599
80 Fort Brown,
Brownsville, Texas 78520
1902 North Loop 499,
Harlingen, Texas 785503697
2650 E End Blvd, South,
Marshall, Texas 75671
3801 Campus Dr, Waco,
Texas 76705
300 Homer K. Taylor
Drive, Sweetwater, Texas
79556
100 Cardinal Drive, Athens,
Texas 75751
1400 East Fifth Street,
Tyler, Texas 75789-0001
4400 College Dr, Vernon,
Texas 76384-4092

2200 E Red River, Victoria,
Texas 77901
225 College Park Drive,
Weatherford, Texas 760865699
6200 College Ave, Snyder,
Texas 79549-9502
911 Boling Hwy, Wharton,
Texas 77488

61 Victoria College
62 Weatherford College
63 Western Texas College
64 Wharton County Junior College
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Appendix B
Request to use the ROCI-II
February 21st , 2008
Dr. Afzal Rahim
Strategic Management
Western Kentucky University
212 Grise Hall
Bowling Green, KY 42103, USA
Dear Dr. Rahim:
After reading your manuscripts on conflict management, I feel that your instrument would be
excellent for my research. My dissertation research is examining conflict management styles of
leaders in relation to workplace incivility intensity (intensity will be measured by level, frequency
and type).
I am writing to request permission to use the ―The Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory
(ROCI-II)‖ in my dissertation research and subsequent activities. I am also requesting permission
to modify the questionnaire as needed (by the analysis of field test data with my participants) by
deleting items, adding items, and/or modifying existing items to fit the specifics of my research
objectives and subsequent activities.
Full credit will be given to the authors of the ROCI-II as the source of the items that I elect to use
in my research both in my dissertation and in any academic manuscripts that are produced from
my research and subsequent activities.
It is my understanding you have the authority to give this release. Your support of my research is
appreciated. If you can please reply with your response I will mail a hard copy of this letter for
you to sign below and return. This document will be needed for inclusion in my dissertation I
would be very thankful. If you have any questions, please call me at 919.208.1700.
Lastly, can you please tell me the cost for using your instrument for dissertation research with a
population of around 500 participants?
Sincerely,
Michelle E. Bartlett
Doctoral Student
Approved:
__________________________
Dr. Afzal Rahim
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Appendix C
Permission to use the ROCI-II
Subject: Re: Permission for ROCI-II use
From: MGT2000@aol.com
Date: Fri, February 22, 2008 10:12 pm
To: mebartl@CLEMSON.EDU
Priority: Normal

Dear Michelle,
Thank you very much for your decision to use the ROCI-II in your doctoral dissertation
research.
Attached please find an Order Form which you may like to fill out and return it to us.
Please take a 50% discount.
Attached please find a ROCI Bibliography which should help in your research.
Thanks. afzal rahim
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Appendix D
Request to use the UWBQ
Dr. Hine,
I read your article on the development and validation of the UWBQ and am interested in
viewing the instrument. I am researching workplace incivility for my dissertation and
would like to see if the UWBQ is the right instrument for my project.
If you could kindly refer me where to purchase a copy of the instrument for review I
would appreciate it greatly.
Thank you for your help,
Michelle
Michelle E. Bartlett
Doctoral Student, Ed. Leadership
Clemson University
michelle@hrdleader.com
919.208.1700
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Appendix E
Permission to use the UWBQ
Subject: Re: UWBQ instrument question
From: "Don Hine" <dhine@une.edu.au>
Date: Thu, February 21, 2008 4:29 pm
To: mebartl@CLEMSON.EDU
Priority: Normal
Hi Michelle,
I've attached a copy of the UWBQ. It's free. I don't like the idea of
turning psychological testing into a capitalist venture - at least in
the context of academic research.
I hope you find the test useful.
Best wishes,
Don
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Appendix F
Uncivil Workplace Behavior Scale − Revised
R. Martin and D. W Hine (2005)
University of New England, Armidale

Never

Rarely

Occasionally

Often

Very Often

During the past twelve months, or as long as you have
been with your current organization, how often have you
been in a situation where a supervisor or co-worker:

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

4. Used an inappropriate tone when speaking to
you.

1

2

3

4

5

5. Was unreasonably slow in dealing with matters
that were important to your work.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

8. Publicly discussed your confidential personal
information.

1

2

3

4

5

9. Took items
permission.

1

2

3

4

5

(please circle the relevant letter in the right hand
column)
1. Avoided consulting you when they would normally
be expected to do so.
2. Talked about you behind your back.
3. Was excessively slow in returning your phone
messages or emails without good reason for the
delay.

6. Gossiped behind your back.
7. Opened your
permission.

desk

from

drawers

your

desk
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without

without

prior

prior

10. Spoke to you in an aggressive tone of voice.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

13. Took stationery from your desk without later
returning it.

1

2

3

4

5

14. Read communications addressed to you, such as
emails and faxes.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

11. Intentionally failed to pass on information that you
should have been made aware of.
12. Made snide remarks about you.

15. Raised their voice while speaking to you.
16. Did not consult you in reference to a decision you
should have been involved in.
17. Rolled their eyes at you.
Scoring Notes

1. In the revised version of this scale, Item 5 has been re-worded to make it
more grammatical.
2. To compute a total incivility score, simply take the mean of the
respondent’s score across the 17 items.
3. Subscale scores can be computed as follows:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Hostility = Mean (Item 4, Item 10, Item 15, Item 17)
Privacy Invasion = Mean (Item 7, Item 9, Item 13, Item 14)
Exclusionary Behaviour (Item 1, Item 3, Item 5, Item 11, Item 16)
Gossiping = Mean (Item 2, Item 6, Item 8, Item 12)
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Appendix G
End User Interface
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Appendix H
IRB Approval
Subject:
Your IRB protocol # IRB2008-223, entitled "Workplace Incivility and
Conflict Management Styles of Community College Leaders in Nine Mega States"
From:
"Laura Moll" <LMOLL@exchange.clemson.edu>
Date: Fri, July 18, 2008 4:53 pm
To:
fkw@CLEMSON.EDU
Cc:
mebartl@CLEMSON.EDU
Dear Frankie,
The Clemson University IRB (Institutional Review Board) / ORC (Office of Research
Compliance) validated the protocol identified above using Exempt review procedures and
a determination was made on July 18, 2008 that the proposed activities involving human
participants qualify as Exempt from continuing review under Category B2, based on the
Federal Regulations (45 CFR 46). You may begin this study.
Please remember that no change in this research protocol can be initiated without prior
review by the IRB / ORC. Any unanticipated problems involving risks to subjects,
complications, and/or any adverse events must be reported to the IRB / ORC
immediately. You are requested to notify the ORC when your study is completed or
terminated.
Attached are documents developed by Clemson University regarding the responsibilities
of Principal Investigators and Research Team Members. Please be sure these are
distributed to all appropriate parties.
Good luck with your study and please feel free to contact us if you have any questions.
Please use the IRB number and title in all communications regarding this study.
Best,
Laura :-)
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Laura A. Moll, M.A., CIP
IRB Administrator
Office of Research Compliance
223 Brackett Hall
Clemson University
Clemson, SC 29634-5704
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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Appendix I
Recruitment Materials
Expert Review Pre-Email
Dear xxxx:
Since you have been identified as an expert in community college leadership, online
survey design, or research methods your help would be greatly appreciated. In a few
days, you will be receiving a link to a survey to that is designed to better understand
community college leaders in terms of conflict management and incivility in the
workplace.
I am not asking that you complete the survey but provide feedback on my online survey
design. I am asking if you would be willing to review the survey and provide feedback
via email <EMAIL ADDRESS> or in the comment form at the end of the survey. I know
that you may be very busy, if you are not able to help please just reply so I am able to
find a replacement to review the materials.
Have a great day and I am very appreciative of any help you can provide.

Sincerely
Michelle E. Bartlett
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Expert Review Email
Dear xxxx:
Thank you for your willingness to help in the review of my survey instrumentation to
better understand community college leaders in terms of conflict management and
incivility in the workplace.
I am not asking that you complete the survey but provide feedback on my online survey
design. Here is the link <SURVEY LINK>. By clicking the link you are consenting to
help. I am asking if you would be willing to review the survey and provide feedback via
email <EMAIL ADDRESS> or in the comment form at the end of the survey. If you can
provide feedback in the next week it would be very helpful. I know that you may be very
busy, if you are not able to help please just reply so I am able to find a replacement to
review the materials.
Have a great day and I am very appreciative of any help you can provide.

Sincerely
Michelle E. Bartlett
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Pilot Pre-notification Email
Dear xxxx:
In a few days, you will be receiving a survey to that is designed to better understand
community college leaders in terms of conflict management and incivility in the
workplace. The survey will take between 5 and 8 minutes to complete.
Community college leaders have identified they spend a great deal of work-time on
conflict management and would like to be better prepared in this area. This survey will
help the field in a variety of ways, including, providing direction for community college
professors to develop graduate education, help leadership initiatives to create training
programs, and to disseminate knowledge to a wide variety of professionals on conflict
management and incivility in the community college workplace.
The survey is part of my dissertation research and I would greatly appreciate your help in
this important project.

Sincerely
Michelle E. Bartlett
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Pilot Informational Letter
Dear xxxx:
You are part of a small group of community college leaders that can provide a
perspective on conflict management and incivility in the community college workplace.
This study is being conducted by Michelle E. Bartlett, a doctoral student at Clemson
University, under the supervision of Dr. Frankie K. Williams, Associate Professor of
Educational Leadership at Clemson University.
This is an important topic that needs to be better understood to help community college
leaders in their daily work roles. Past research has shown that leaders spend up to 20% of
their time on managing conflict in their jobs.
Your participation will require you to complete an online survey. You can click on this
link <SURVEY LINK> and it will take you directly to the survey online. There are no
known risks with this research. By clicking you are stating that you have read this
informational letter, have been given opportunities to ask questions via email or the
phone concerning the research, and are consenting to participate in the study. If you
wish, you can print this letter for your own records.
Completing this survey provides information in order to improve the existing
understanding of the relationships between conflict management and incivility in the
workplace. The potential benefits of the research include benefits for community college
leaders from the results of this survey when they are used in the creation of professional
development. Specifically, others may benefit from this survey because it will help the
educational leadership field in a variety of ways. Some of these ways include providing
direction for professors of community college leadership to develop graduate education,
helping leadership initiatives to create professional development programs, and
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disseminating knowledge to a wide variety of professionals on conflict management and
incivility in the community college workplace.
We will do everything possible to protect your privacy and your responses will be kept
confidential. Your identity will not be revealed in any publication that might result from
this study. After data collection is completed, all data will be stored on a CD/DVD that
will be kept secure.
The survey will take only 5-7 minutes to complete; not responding will seriously reduce
the accuracy of the final results. Your participation is totally voluntary, refusal to
participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits and you may discontinue
participation at any time. Please try to complete the survey as soon as possible, preferably
within the next week.
If you have any questions, you can email me at <EMAIL ADDRESS> or you can call me
at xxx.xxx.xxxx. Additionally, you can contact the research supervisor, Dr. Frankie K.
Williams, at <EMAIL ADDRESS>. In addition, you may contact the Clemson
University Office of Research Compliance at xxx.xxx.xxxx if you have any questions
concerning your rights as a research participant.
Thank you for your help and I am looking forward to hearing from you.
Michelle E. Bartlett
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Pilot Follow-up One Email
Dear xxxx:
Last week, I sent you a survey on conflict management and incivility in the community
college workplace to gain the perspective leadership. This is just a reminder that if you
have not completed the survey your feedback would be very valuable. If you would like
to be removed from the list, please reply to this email and I will remove you.
You can click on this link <SURVEY LINK> and it will take you directly to the survey
online. There are no known risks with this research study. By clicking you are stating
that you have read this consent letter, have been given opportunities to ask questions via
email or the phone concerning the research, and are consenting to participate in the study.
If you wish, you can print this letter for your own records.
We will do everything possible protect your privacy and your response will be kept
confidential. Your identity will not be revealed in any publication that might result from
this study. After data collection is completed, all data will be stored on a CD/DVD that
will be kept secure.
The survey will take only 5-7 minutes to complete; not responding to will seriously
reduce the accuracy of the final results. Your participation is totally voluntary, refusal to
participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits and you may discontinue
participation at any time. Please complete this survey in the next week.
If you have any questions, you can email me at <EMAIL ADDRESS> or you can call
me at xxx.xxx.xxxx. Additionally, you can contact the research supervisor Dr. Frankie
K. Williams at <EMAIL ADDRESS>. You may contact the Clemson University Office
of Research Compliance at xxx.xxx.xxxx if you have any questions concerning your
rights as a research participant.
Thank you for your help and I am looking forward to hearing from you.
Michelle E. Bartlett
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Pilot Follow-up Two Email
Dear xxxx:
I know that as community college leaders your time is very valuable, a few weeks ago, I
sent you a survey on conflict management and incivility in the community college
workplace to gain the leaders perspective. This is just a reminder that if you have not
completed the survey your feedback would be very valuable. If you would like to be
removed from the list, please reply to this email and I will remove you.
You can click on this link <SURVEY LINK > and it will take you directly to the survey
online. There are no known risks with this research study. By clicking you are stating
that you have read this consent letter, have been given opportunities to ask questions via
email or the phone concerning the research, and are consenting to participate in the study.
If you wish, you can print this letter for your own records.
We will do everything possible protect your privacy and your response will be kept
confidential. Your identity will not be revealed in any publication that might result from
this study. After data collection is completed, all data will be stored on a CD/DVD that
will be kept secure.
The survey will take only 5-7 minutes to complete; not responding to will seriously
reduce the accuracy of the final results. Your participation is totally voluntary, refusal to
participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits and you may discontinue
participation at any time. Please complete this survey in the next week.
If you have any questions, you can email me at <EMAIL ADDRESS> or you can call
me at xxx.xxx.xxxx. Additionally, you can contact the research supervisor Dr. Frankie
K. Williams at <EMAIL ADDRESS>. You may contact the Clemson University Office
of Research Compliance at xxx.xxx.xxxx if you have any questions concerning your
rights as a research participant.
Thank you for your help and I am looking forward to hearing from you.
Michelle E. Bartlett
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Pilot Phone Follow-up
Dear xxxx:
Hello, my name is Michelle Bartlett and I sent you an email survey on conflict
management and incivility in the community college workplace a few weeks ago. I have
noticed that you have not completed your survey. Would you be willing to take a few
minutes today and complete this survey by the phone or can I resend you a link.
If they are willing to complete by phone:
Read consent\cover letter (If you wish, this can be emailed to you for your
own records).
Read survey and questions and record answers
Say: Thank you for your help with this project.
If they are willing to complete online:
Resend link
Say: Thank you for your help with this project.
If they are not willing to participate:
I totally understand but would appreciate if you can tell me more of why
you did not want to complete the survey.
Say thank you for your help.
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Dissertation Pre-notification Letter

Subject: Community College Leadership Dissertation Research
Dear <Community College> Leader:
In a few days, you will be receiving a survey that is designed to better understand
community college leaders in terms of conflict management and incivility in the
workplace. This survey will take between 5 and 8 minutes to complete.
Community college leaders have identified delegating a large amount of time on
managing conflict and would like to be better prepared in this area. This survey will help
the field in a variety of ways, including, providing direction for professors in community
college leadership programs to develop practical graduate education, help leadership
initiatives to create training programs, and to disseminate knowledge to a wide variety of
professionals on conflict management and incivility in the community college workplace.
The survey is part of my dissertation research and I would greatly appreciate your help in
this important project.

Sincerely
Michelle E. Bartlett
Doctoral Candidate, Educational Leadership
Clemson University
<Email address>
<Phone number>
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Informational/Survey Email Letter
Dear <community college leader>:
You are part of a small group of community college leaders that can provide a
perspective on conflict management and incivility in the community college workplace.
This study is being conducted by Michelle E. Bartlett, a doctoral student at Clemson
University, under the supervision of Dr. Frankie K. Williams, Associate Professor of
Educational Leadership at Clemson University.
This is an important topic that needs to be better understood to help community college
leaders in their daily work roles. Past research has shown that leaders spend up to 20% of
their time on managing conflict in their jobs.
Your participation will require you to complete an online survey that takes on average
from 5 to 8 minutes. You can click on this link
<survey link>
and it will take you directly to the survey online. There are no known risks with this
research.
By clicking you are stating that you have read this informational letter, have been given
opportunities to ask questions via email or the phone concerning the research, and are
consenting to participate in the study. If you wish, you can print this letter for your own
records.
Completing this survey provides information in order to improve the existing
understanding of the relationships between conflict management and incivility in the
workplace. The potential benefits of the research include benefits for community college
leaders from the results of this survey when they are used in the creation of professional
development. Specifically, others may benefit from this survey because it will help the
educational leadership field in a variety of ways. Some of these ways include providing
direction for professors of community college leadership to develop graduate education,
helping leadership initiatives to create professional development programs, and
disseminating knowledge to a wide variety of professionals on conflict management and
incivility in the community college workplace.
We will do everything possible to protect your privacy and your responses will be kept
confidential. Your identity will not be revealed in any publication that might result from
this study. After data collection is completed, all data will be stored on a CD/DVD that
will be kept secure.
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The survey will take only 5-8 minutes to complete; not responding will seriously reduce
the accuracy of the final results. Your participation is totally voluntary, refusal to
participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits and you may discontinue
participation at any time. Please try to complete the survey as soon as possible, preferably
within the next week.
If you have any questions, you can email me at <email address> or you can call me at
<phone number>. Additionally, you can contact the research supervisor, Dr. Frankie K.
Williams, at <email address>. In addition, you may contact the Clemson University
Office of Research Compliance at <phone number> if you have any questions concerning
your rights as a research participant.
Thank you for your help and I am looking forward to hearing from you.
Thank you
Michelle E. Bartlett
Doctoral Candidate, Educational Leadership
Clemson University
<Email address>
<Phone number>
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Follow-up One Email
Dear Community College Leader:
Last week, I sent you a survey on conflict management and incivility in the community
college workplace to gain the perspective of leaders. I would like to thank those who
have taken the time to complete the survey. Your time and support is very much
appreciated.
If you have not completed the survey your feedback would be very valuable.
To complete the survey, you can click on the following link and it will take you directly
to the survey online.
<survey link>
If you are unable to open this link, try holding the Ctrl key while clicking on the link. If
that still does not work, you can highlight the link, copy it, and then paste the link into
your web browser. A few people may not be able to directly click on the link to open the
survey
because they have a non-html email client or have this option set for security purposes.
Typically these settings protect people from clicking links that will cause then to go to an
undesired web page.
There are no known risks with this research study. By clicking you are stating that you
have read this consent letter, have been given opportunities to ask questions via email or
the phone concerning the research, and are consenting to participate in the study. If you
wish, you can print this letter for your own records.
We will do everything possible protect your privacy and your response will be kept
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confidential. Your identity will not be revealed in any publication that might result from
this study. After data collection is completed, all data will be stored on a CD/DVD that
will be kept secure.
The survey will take only 5-7 minutes to complete; not responding to will seriously
reduce the accuracy of the final results. Your participation is totally voluntary, refusal to
participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits and you may discontinue
participation at any time. Please
complete this survey in the next week.
If you have any questions, you can email me at <email address> or you can call me at
<phone number>. Additionally, you can contact the research supervisor Dr. Frankie K.
Williams at <email address>. You may contact the Clemson University Office of
Research Compliance at <phone number> if you have any questions concerning your
rights as a research participant.
If you would like to be removed from the list, please reply to this email and I will
remove you.
Thank you for your help and I am looking forward to hearing from you.
Michelle E. Bartlett
<Title>
<Email address >
<Phone number>
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Follow-up Two Email
Dear Community College Leader:
I know that as a community college leader your time is very valuable. A few weeks ago,
I sent you a survey for my dissertation research on conflict management and incivility in
the community college workplace to gain your perspective. These results will not only
be used for my dissertation but also to develop conflict management training for
community college leaders.
This is just a reminder that if you have not completed the survey your response is very
valuable to the findings. If you would like to be removed from the list, please reply to
this email and I will remove you. The survey will take only 5-7 minutes to complete; not
responding will seriously reduce the accuracy of the final results. Your participation is
totally voluntary, refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits and you
may discontinue participation at any time. Please complete this survey in the next week.
You can click on the link below and it will take you directly to the survey online.
<survey link>
If you are unable to open this link, try holding the Ctrl key while clicking on the link. If
that still does not work, you can highlight the link, copy it, and then paste the link into
your web browser. A few people may not be able to directly click on the link to open the
survey because they have a non-html email client or have this option set for security
purposes. Typically these settings protect people from clicking links that will cause then
to go to an undesired web page.
There are no known risks with this research study. By clicking you are stating that you
have read this consent letter, have been given opportunities to ask questions via email or
the phone concerning the research, and are consenting to participate in the study. If you
wish, you can print this letter for your own records.
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We will do everything possible protect your privacy and your response will be kept
confidential. Your identity will not be revealed in any publication that might result from
this study. After data collection is completed, all data will be stored on a CD/DVD that
will be kept secure.
If you have any questions, you can email me at <email address> or you can call me at
<phone number>. Additionally, you can contact the research supervisor Dr. Frankie K.
Williams at <email address>. You may contact the Clemson University Office of
Research Compliance at <phone number> if you have any questions concerning your
rights as a research participant.
Thank you for your help and I am looking forward to hearing from you.
Michelle E. Bartlett
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Phone Follow-up
Dear xxxx:
Hello, my name is Michelle Bartlett and I sent you an email survey on conflict
management and incivility in the community college workplace a few weeks ago. I have
noticed that you have not completed your survey. Would you be willing to take a few
minutes today and complete this survey by the phone or can I resend you a link.
If they are willing to complete by phone:
Read consent\cover letter (If you wish, this can be emailed to you for your
own records).
Read survey and questions and record answers
Say: Thank you for your help with this project.
If they are willing to complete online:
Resend link
Say: Thank you for your help with this project.
If they are not willing to participate:
I totally understand but would appreciate if you can tell me more of why
you did not want to complete the survey.
Say thank you for your help.
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Appendix J
Frequency and Percents of Participants‘ Responses on
Conflict Management Style Items

Integrating 1

1
Strongly
Disagree
f
P
1
.6

f
0

P
0

f
1

P
.6

f
77

P
39.8

5
Strongly
Disagree
f
P
104
59.1

Obliging 2

1

.6

4

2.3

20

11.4

104

59.1

47

26.7

Avoiding 3

9

5.1

49

27.8

36

20.5

55

31.2

27

15.3

Integrating 4

0

0

2

1.1

13

7.4

85

48.3

76

43.2

Integrating 5

0

0

1

.6

3

1.77

91

51.7

81

46.0

Avoiding 6

21

11.9

77

43.8

23

13.1

35

19.9

20

11.4

Compromising 7

4

2.3

26

14.8

45

25.6

79

44.9

22

12.5

Dominating 8

15

8.5

37

21.0

41

23.3

71

40.3

12

6.8

Dominating 9

32

18.2

90

51.1

42

23.9

12

6.8

0

0

Obliging 10

4

2.3

25

14.2

87

49.4

57

32.4

3

1.7

Obliging 11

30

17.0

100

56.8

35

19.9

10

5.7

1

.6

Integrating 12

1

.6

1

.6

1

.6

74

42.0

99

56.2

Obliging 13

4

2.3

45

25.6

75

42.6

48

27.3

4

2.3

Compromising 14

2

1.1

23

13.1

46

26.1

93

52.8

12

6.8

Compromising 15

2

1.1

21

11.9

46

26.1

90

51.1

17

9.7

Avoiding 16

18

10.2

91

51.7

38

21.6

26

14.8

3

1.7

Avoiding 17

44

25.0

109

61.9

18

10.2

4

2.3

1

.6

Dominating 18

14

8.0

51

29.0

46

26.1

59

33.5

6

3.4

Obliging 19

2

1.1

9

5.1

48

27.3

102

58.0

15

8.5

Compromising 20

0

0

6

3.4

29

16.5

120

68.2

21

11.9

Dominating 21

1

.6

38

21.6

72

40.9

62

35.2

3

1.7

Integrating 22

0

0

0

0

3

2.3

83

47.2

89

50.6

Integrating 23

0

0

1

.6

6

3.4

97

55.1

72

40.9

Obliging 24

4

2.3

8

4.5

57

32.4

95

54.0

12

6.8

Dominating 25

21

11.9

66

37.5

40

22.7

47

26.7

2

1.1

Avoiding 26

18

10.2

72

40.9

45

25.6

39

22.2

2

1.1

Avoiding 27

7

4.0

48

27.3

40

22.7

67

38.1

14

8.0

Integrating 28

0

0

1

.6

0

0

76

43.2

99

56.2

Items

2
Disagree

3
Neutral

237

4
Agree

Appendix K
Frequencies and Percents of Participants‘ Scores on Incivility Items
1
never

Items

2
rarely

3
occasionally

4
often

5
very often

f
9

P
5.1

f
93

P
52.8

f
65

P
36.9

f
7

P
4.0

f
2

P
1.1

Gossiping 2

16

9.1

73

41.5

71

40.3

16

9.1

0

0

Exclusionary
Behavior 3

39

22.2

86

48.9

40

22.7

11

16.2

0

0

Hostility 4

57

32.4

86

48.9

26

14.8

6

3.4

1

.6

Exclusionary
Behavior 5

22

12.5

91

51.7

56

31.8

6

3.4

1

.6

Gossiping 6

31

17.6

79

44.9

57

32.4

9

5.9

0

0

Privacy
Invasion 7

160

90.9

14

8.0

2

1.1

0

0

0

0

Gossiping 8

139

7.9

31

17.6

6

3.4

0

0

0

0

Privacy
Invasion 9

166

94.3

8

4.5

2

1.1

0

0

0

0

Hostility 10

95

54.0

62

35.2

15

8.5

4

2.3

0

0

Exclusionary
Behavior 11

65

36.9

78

44.3

28

15.9

5

2.8

0

0

Gossiping 12

74

42.0

78

44.3

20

11.4

4

2.3

0

0

Privacy
Invasion13

170

96.6

6

3.4

0

0

0

0

0

0

Privacy
Invasion 14

138

78.4

35

19.9

3

1.7

0

0

0

0

Hostility 15

95

54.0

58

33.0

20

11.4

3

1.7

0

0

Exclusionary
Behavior 16

27

15.3

96

54.5

46

26.1

6

3.4

1

.6

Hostility 17

107

60.8

50

28.4

16

9.1

3

1.7

0

0

Exclusionary
Behavior 1
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